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Abstract 
 
At its (re)establishment in 1944-45, the Yugoslav film industry was announced and planned 
as a (single) state-controlled and centralised field of activity driven by Socialist political, 
educational and cultural, rather than commercial motives. It was to be modelled on the Soviet 
film aesthetics, film education, and centralised industrial organization. Soviet-style 
cinefication policy would provide citizens with an egalitarian access to the cinema and the 
new Socialist state with a vehicle for Socialist filmmaking and its values. Soviet films were 
expected to dominate the box office until such time as local production was ready to take 
over from it, while films that promoted bourgeois values were to be avoided.  
 
By the mid-1950s most of these policy ends had been abandoned. The industry was 
dominated by commercialism; the box office consisted largely of Hollywood and other 
commercial Western films. Filmmaking as a vehicle for the dissemination of Socialist values 
had been relegated to a less important policy principle. The national government was playing 
only a limited role and a de-centralised industrial system based on the Republics had 
emerged. Film production, distribution and exhibition enterprises and agencies were now 
socially-owned organizations under Republican or local government. Centralised import 
monopoly was eroded. In addition, film production companies outside of direct State control 
had emerged. The research question this thesis asks is this: how and why did the Yugoslav 
post-war film industry evolve in a manner so different to its original plans?  
 
Most historians of Yugoslav film have explained this dramatic change as owing 
itself to the Crisis in Soviet-Yugoslav relations in the late 1940s. They then divide the 
Yugoslav post-war film history into two distinct and stable periods: the period preceding the 
Crisis, with a strictly centralised, Stalinist-style and modelled film industry and the period 
subsequent upon the Crisis, in which there was a ‗turn‘ to de-centralisation, liberalisation and 
‗Westernisation‘ at both the box office and in film production alike.  
 
Rather than take the consequences of the Crisis for granted as a starting point, this 
thesis investigates the formation of the Yugoslav film industry prior to, during and after the 
Crisis. In order to consider the developments, tensions and contradictions involved, I have 
combined recent perspectives in both film history and institutional analysis in political 
science. The former involves applying contemporary film studies and media political 
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economy perspectives stressing structural conditions internal to the film industry, film 
markets, audience preferences, and the contingent decisions of policy actors. The latter 
involves the application to the film industry of new institutional perspectives drawn from 
political theory stressing path-dependent contingencies in institutional formations. This new 
institutional perspective sees institutions as constantly evolving, characterized by the balance 
of often competing or contradictory ‗logics of action‘.  
 
The combination of revisionist film history and the new institutionalism enables this 
thesis to show that the Yugoslav film policy in the pre-Crisis period was in a process of 
constant evolution and change. Consequently, the Crisis did not constitute the complete break 
or new beginning commonly ascribed to it. Rather it accentuated and provided a stimulus for 
developments and emerging tendencies that were already in train and substantially preceded 
the Crisis. The Crisis, rather than changing matters dramatically, contributed to the existing 
gradual de-centralisation and commercialisation processes in Yugoslav film policy. The 
Crisis also shaped the future evolution of the film industry through contingent events 
resulting from the responses governmental actors instigated in response to it.  
 
The thesis draws two related conclusions important to the conduct of both cinema 
studies and political science scholarship. First, in terms of film studies, there needs to be a 
thorough-going re-examination of Eastern European cinema in the Socialist period with a 
view to its normalisation as specifically film industry developments cognate with similar 
developments happening at the same time in Western countries. Regardless of the public 
rhetoric of a Socialist administration and the conventional accounts of its activity which cut 
too closely to State rhetoric, there is a good chance that these film industries are dealing with 
similar issues of competition, conflict and compromise as any other film industry. Therefore, 
the development of a film policy in a Socialist State may well be best characterised as the 
same kind of complex, gradual and transformative process historians of national cinemas in 
the West have been finding for the past two decades of scholarship. This thesis thus argues 
for the normalisation of Eastern European filmmaking.   
 
The lessons I draw from institutional theory are threefold. First, even when 
conventional wisdom describes a period in the life of an institutional system as simple and 
stable, its actual condition is probably characterized by complexity and evolutionary change. 
Second, a ‗grand transformation‘ or crisis typically triggers some power manoeuvring and 
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speeds up or slows down existing processes. Third, the intensity and scope of changes in 
conditions associated with crisis easily leads to contingency and further evolutionary but 
transformative change of institutional systems. The Yugoslav film industry provides a 
powerful example of the value of new institutionalism‘s re-consideration of institutional 
systems.  
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Chapter 1 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction  
  
 
 
 
 
Overview 
At its (re)establishment in 1944-45, the Yugoslav film industry was announced and planned 
as a (single) state-controlled and centralised field of activity publicly driven by political, 
educational and cultural motives, rather than commercial ones. In the production sector, the 
Soviet models of film aesthetics, film education, and centralised industrial organization 
would be rolled out. The centralised state would provide the budget and secure employment 
for film workers. The film distribution and exhibition sectors were to be directed by a policy 
involving a grand expansion of the cinema network nationwide to secure egalitarian access to 
the cinema by the peoples of Yugoslavia. Soviet and other pro-Socialist films were expected 
to dominate the domestic box office. Films that promoted bourgeois values, either implicitly 
or explicitly, were to be mostly disallowed and, if not, disallowed then marginalised as 
exemplars of what the Socialist State set itself against. A monopoly import agency and 
Censorship Commission were established to facilitate these ends. Film screenings and a 
redeveloped Yugoslav film production industry were looked to and expected to assist the 
spread of Socialist values and principles among Yugoslav citizens.  
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But by the mid-1950s most of these ends had been, if not officially abandoned, then 
certainly superseded in practice. The industry was dominated by commercialism with the box 
office dominated by Hollywood and other commercial Western films. The dissemination of 
Socialist values had been relegated to a less important policy principle. A de-centralised 
industrial system based on the Republics had replaced one based upon a strong central state. 
The film production, distribution and exhibition enterprises and agencies were socially-
owned organizations under Republican or local government jurisdiction—not the central 
government. The Federal government was now only playing a limited advisory role. Film 
artists had also become ‗freelancers‘ rather than employees of the State. With secure 
employment at an end film production companies outside of direct State control emerged. 
Finally the import monopoly was also being steadily eroded to the point at which it too 
formed an advisory coordinating function of an association of film importers.  
 
The research question of this thesis is the central one for those writing on the former 
Yugoslavia‘s film industry: how and why did the Yugoslav post-war film industry evolve in a 
manner so different to its original plans? The answer I provide here is informed by two 
parallel moves. First it involves the application to Yugoslav film industry of contemporary 
perspectives in film studies and media political economy stressing structural conditions 
internal to the film industry such as films markets, audience preferences, and the contingent 
decisions of policy actors with respect to the cinema (Chapter 2). Secondly it turns on 
applying to the Yugoslav film industry new institutional perspectives drawn from political 
science stressing path-dependent contingencies in institutional formations (Chapter 3). These 
new approaches direct our attention less to the larger forms of government—as say Socialist 
or Capitalist enterprises and more towards to the mutualities involved in the inter-relation 
between policy development and government on the one hand and specific industrial 
formations—in this case the film industry—on the other hand. Using these perspectives the 
answer I give to my research question differs significantly from that traditionally given by 
film historians of the Yugoslav and Eastern European film industries. 
 
Most Yugoslav film historians have explained this dramatic change as owing to the 
Crisis in Soviet-Yugoslav relations in the late 1940s. This Crisis was clearly a traumatic 
political, social and cultural event for the Yugoslav state and its peoples. It was a critical 
moment in and for the formation of the Yugoslav Socialist state. Faced with a de facto 
expulsion from the Eastern Block and its sources of support, aid and markets, the Yugoslav 
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state needed to enact and re-establish itself and its legitimacy as a Socialist State. It did so by 
formulating a modification of Stalinist models by incorporating limited forms of market 
development and private enterprise and Western work practices. It decentralised power in a 
significant way towards its constituent Republics accentuating the already present political 
power-sharing of its Federal system of a national government and constituent Republics. To 
preserve itself economically and politically and as a sovereign State, the Yugoslav State tilted 
towards the West and away from its previous Soviet axis in its foreign relations. In so doing it 
also reconstructed its own public narratives of itself, its history and its style of Socialism.  
 
Faced with these developments and a political event of such great political moment 
and economic significance the Crisis tends to feature front and centre not only in the public 
narratives of the Yugoslav state from that point on but also in the analyses and histories of the 
state and its industries, including that of the film industry itself. Like the historians and 
political scientists in other spheres of Yugoslav society and government, film historians have 
not only highlighted the Crisis but made it their organising principle to explain the transition 
from an announced Stalinist film and culture program to a commercialised and Western-
oriented film program. Consequently the historiography of the post-war Yugoslav film 
industry—as we shall see in more detail in Chapter 2—has divided the Yugoslav post-war 
film history into two distinct and stable periods: the period preceding the crisis that is 
supposedly strictly centralised and based on Stalinist socialist models and Soviet influence, 
and the subsequent period characterized by a ‗turn‘ to de-centralisation, liberalization and 
‗westernization‘ of both the box office and film production. The Crisis, in this account, 
inaugurates nothing less than a new kind of Yugoslav film industry. 
 
Political scientists, for their part, have likewise tended to regard the Yugoslav State 
and its government as having two distinct incarnations consonant with the Crisis—a 
centralised Stalinist state succeeded by a de-centralised and more market friendly state based 
around constituent republics (Macesich 1969, Singleton and Carter 1982, Rusinow 1977). 
The description of film historians that a new and distinct historical moment oriented to the 
West flows from the Crisis in film history actually fits with  the political science view of the 
former Yugoslavia and its conventional institutional analyses of governmental change in 
which ‗crisis‘ or ‗external shocks‘ inaugurate regime changes. That is, both film historians 
and political scientists alike have seen shocks and crises as the primary explanandum of 
change in governmental regimes and orientations.  
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Rather than take the consequences of the Crisis for granted as a starting point, I will 
subject the Crisis to sustained interrogation by considering the developments, tensions and 
contradictions involved in the years before, during and after the Crisis. My intent here is 
threefold: to interrogate the impact and consequences of the Crisis on the Yugoslav film 
industry, to re-evaluate the Crisis itself in the historiography of the former Yugoslavia; and to 
consider what the film industry has to tell us more generally about socialist modes of 
governance in Eastern Europe. To do so I will combine perspectives from both film history 
and the new institutional analysis in political science.  
 
This combination of perspectives allows the re-interpretation and re-examination not 
only of the Yugoslav film industry and Eastern European more generally but also of 
Yugoslav and Eastern European state formations. By paying detailed attention to the period 
from October 1944 to mid-1948, when the foreign relations Crisis started, I have found that 
some essential path-dependent characteristics of Yugoslav Film industry were established in 
this period. The historical record shows that de-centralisation and commercialisation 
processes of film industry were already well in train by the time the rift with the USSR 
occurred. Consequently, the policy-making and its enactment during the Crisis (1948-49) and 
its aftermath (from 1950 onwards) did not amount to a schismatic break in film policy terms. 
Rather, it further accentuated and provided a stimulus for pre-existing developments and 
tendencies towards de-centralisation, commercialisation, and the import of Western film. 
 
The strategic choice of cinema as the main carrier of State propagandistic activities 
in the period immediately following the Second World War owed itself in part to the 
constraints facing other forms of media (high levels of illiteracy, high transport costs, and 
limited radio networks). In Marxist countries this choice was also recommended in Lenin‘s 
conclusion voiced a couple of decades before the Second World War that ―of all the arts, 
cinema is the most important for us [Communists]‖. As we shall see however, the economics 
specific to the establishment and running of film industry were to influence the policy-
making and enactment in ways somewhat incompatible with the general propaganda 
orientations.  
 
While the new Communist authorities and their film administrators and institutional 
designers wished to apply a centralised, Soviet model and considered film an ideological field 
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of activity, the practical necessities and inherited conditions of the immediate post-war period 
caused them to be pragmatic and place this primary ‗logic of action‘ in balance with 
commercial and economic concerns. The Crisis, rather than changing matters dramatically, 
contributed to the existing gradual de-centralisation and commercialisation processes at work 
in Yugoslav film policy and the film industry. Based on the evidence of the evolution of 
Yugoslav post-war film industry, institutional analysts and film scholars alike should, 
perhaps, be less quick to propose revolutionary changes even when there is as grand a crisis 
or as significant an external shock as that facing the Yugoslav state in the late 1940s. It seems 
just as likely that these crises are rooted as much in evolutionary as revolutionary change. 
 
As I will show this is not to downplay significance of the Crisis. It did have a 
significant transformative impact through its creation of new material conditions, both 
internal and external to the film industry. On the one hand, the Crisis and the changes it 
brought about intensified existing processes and contributed to the relative strength of 
specific logics of action that competed for primacy with ideo-political and centralist logics of 
the (strong) Socialist State. On the other, the post-Crisis changes also shaped the future 
evolution of the film industry through contingent events resulting from the responses 
government and private actors alike to the Crisis, rather than being determined by the Crisis. 
These contingent events were part of causal chains that created further path-dependent 
processes and shaped film policy evolution.   
 
For example, film administrators addressed the economic Crisis triggered by the 
foreign relations crisis by further de-centralising and commercialising the industry. Primarily 
concerned with cost-cutting, labour policy reform—later touted as a central feature of the 
Yugoslav ‗Socialist‘ model—was a part of this contingent response. As we shall see in 
chapter 8 (pages 216-17), in 1950 the CPY introduced a general reform program famous for 
its transfer of social control and ownership of the means of production to labour force itself – 
the ―workers‘ self-management‖. However, rather than just an ideological move to 
emancipate workers as it was declared, the self-management system was also and primarily 
an attempt by the central Government to solve the problems of economic crisis, unskilled 
workforce, low production and lack of investment. Suddenly unable to invest resources into 
industrial development due to the economic crisis caused by the break with the USSR, it 
transferred much of its responsibilities to the level of enterprises and local and Republican 
governments. Consequently the enactment of the labour reform in the film industry 
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specifically owed itself to cost-cutting strategies formulated for desperate times rather more 
than it did to a deliberate attempt to support the emergence in 1950s of ‗independent‘ film 
production enterprises on the Western model and in accordance with an identifiably new 
Socialist form of organisation friendly to Western capitalism. Thus, the causal chain started 
by the foreign relations crisis eventually resulted in the rise of independent film production 
companies. But this was an unintended and somewhat ironic outcome given the policy 
maker‘s limited intentions at the time.   
 
The historical record suggests a view of regime change and its characteristic forms 
that are more consonant with revisionist film history and new institutionalist approaches. 
These different models do not assume stable periods but see institutions as constantly 
evolving, characterized by the balance of often competing or contradictory ‗logics of action‘. 
The crisis or ‗punctuations‘ therefore primarily affect the speed of existing processes or the 
balance between logics of action—through either contributing to existing, or creating new 
logics of action. Crises turn a gradual process of change into a more intense one. In the new 
institutional analysis I propose in this thesis, the Crisis would not represent an abrupt and 
schismatic change. Rather it would represent a partial reconfiguration, re-adjustment and 
recalibration of overall orientation in the light of new circumstances and contingent decision-
making. This theorization of the Crisis fits with the historical record showing Yugoslav film 
policy in the pre-crisis period being unstable and in a process of constant evolution, conflict 
and complementarity between competing logics of action and interest. 
 
By taking this standpoint I want to cast some doubt on the explanatory power of 
important features of the conventional accounts of filmmakers and filmmaking under 
Socialism, particularly Eastern Bloc Socialism. Within film studies and film historical 
accounts the development of the film industry in Yugoslavia and other Socialist countries is 
cast primarily in terms of State political control over the different spheres of exhibition, 
distribution, and production including the State‘s impinging of the artistic freedoms of 
filmmakers. This film history is told in terms of the imposition of dogmatic ideo-political 
principles by hostile and controlling state authorities unafraid to sanction both films and 
filmmakers. There is no doubt that such sanctions did exist. These and other State actions did 
materially and harmfully affected the circumstances of the filmmakers and their capacity for 
action.  
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But policing and regulating films and filmmakers was only one aspect of 
government in a Socialist state. Furthermore, attending to this aspect of control as if it were 
the dominant element and story downplays the many ways in which Socialist states were 
confronted across Eastern Europe with many of the same economic, cultural, social and 
governmental issues as were their Western European governments and film industries at the 
time. Consequently, the actual film record can be re-interpreted and re-examined with the 
help of contemporary perspectives in both film history and institutional analysis which stress 
the ordinary relations among the different elements of the film industry—and thus focus 
attention on the local aspects of policy making with respect to exhibition, distribution and 
production.  
 
This thesis takes from contemporary film studies its attention to the development of 
the film industry including exhibition and distribution as well as production. The film 
industry is approached here as a complex set of histories (economic, technological, social and 
political), characterised by a relativism of aesthetic values. This means putting the State in its 
place. It means allowing the State‘s relations to its people and its governmental actions to be 
recognised in their multifaceted character. It means looking beyond the public rhetoric of 
Socialist administration and their conventional accounts of their activity in which its 
difference from Capitalist states features prominently, to recognize the many ways the 
Socialist handling of film policy and film industry development shares common features 
across both Socialist and Capitalist systems. These include operating in an international 
market, negotiating rental contracts, repatriating profits to overseas exporters and the balance 
among production, distribution and exhibition interests with respect to profit sharing. That is 
we can expect, as in any other rationalist policy regime which shares overlapping and 
partially integrated international markets, that Yugoslav officials encounter and needed to 
improvise solutions for common problems of competition, conflict and compromise within an 
already globalised industrial formation. If this holds—and I believe this thesis shows it 
does—the development of film policy and industry in Socialist States is best characterised as 
consonant with the kind of complex, gradual and transformative process historians of national 
cinemas in the West have found for their respective national cinemas. This will involve 
normalizing Yugoslav and Eastern European filmmaking as a matter for empirical 
investigation rather than the exercise of stereotypical assumptions of ‗dogma‘, ‗stability‘ and 
‗revolution‘.  
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The lessons I draw from new institutional theory are threefold. First, even when 
conventional wisdom describes a period in the life of an institutional system as simple and 
stable, its actual condition is probably characterized by complexity and evolutionary change. 
Second, a ‗grand transformation‘ or crisis typically triggers some power manoeuvring. It 
speeds up or slows down existing processes rather than inaugurating new processes. Third, 
the intensity and scope of changes in conditions associated with crisis easily leads to 
contingency and further evolutionary but transformative change of institutional systems. I 
regard this application of new institutional theory to film industry development and policy 
making as this thesis‘s major achievement.  
 
 
 
Chapter Outline 
Chapter 2, ―Normalising Film Studies Approaches to the Yugoslav Film Industry‖, begins by 
reviewing some key trends in contemporary film history and cinema studies towards 
complexity and evolutionary perspectives. It then reviews the literature on the Yugoslav film 
industry under Socialism and its explanation of developments and changes, focussing on the 
role given to the Soviet Crisis. Next it considers the continuing ‗special‘ treatment Yugoslav 
and Eastern European film making has had in cinema studies. This special treatment, 
legitimated by the common circumstance of the experience of Communism, has resulted in 
approaches to the film industry and its policy development which emphasize the role of the 
Central State in its disciplinary and policing dimensions. This has tended to focus attention 
on filmmaking and filmmakers and its and their creative responses to the Central State rather 
than on distribution and exhibition and broader industry policy. Such approaches will be 
shown to be at odds with the new cinema history and national cinema analyses that are by 
now well established in the case of Western cinemas and on the way to become so in the case 
of East European cinemas. I see this thesis as a contribution to these new approaches in the 
treatment of both Yugoslav and Eastern European filmmaking. This will include the 
―normalisation‖ of the Yugoslav industry and the recognition of the many characteristics it—
and other film industries of Eastern Europe—shared with the film industries and policies of 
the Western European countries. 
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Chapter 3, ―Towards an Institutional Study of the Yugoslav Film industry‖, presents 
the new institutionalist perspective used in this thesis to examine the Yugoslav film industry. 
This turn in political institutional theory, new institutionalism, will be shown to be 
particularly helpful in explaining the complexity of the Yugoslav film industry and the 
operations of the Yugoslav state and its policies with respect to the film industry. This new 
institutionalism in comparison to previous and contending versions of institutionalism is 
particularly suited to the complex and gradual evolution of the Yugoslav film industry that 
the empirical record reveals. By contrast, more conventional institutional accounts with their 
models of ‗punctuated equilibrium‘ and ‗revolutionary regime change‘ seem to be best suited 
to the kind of analysis Yugoslav film historians and other State historians have taken to the 
Crisis and its aftermath. This new institutionalist approach will set the stage for my 
intervention into historical scholarship on Yugoslav film industry; it informs my theorisation 
of film industry development in a Socialist State and of film industry generally. It argues for 
institutional perspectives derived from political science and economy to be taken into account 
in a film studies increasingly disposed to taking into account structural, industrial and 
economic factors. 
 
In Chapter 4, ―The Importance of Context: The Emergence of a Yugoslav Film 
Industry‖ the film industry is positioned within the general socio-political and economic 
evolution of post-war Yugoslavia. Its main purpose is to provide a wider context for the film 
industry developments covered in subsequent chapters. This context provides an opportunity 
to better understand how the film industry evolved with, i.e., alongside the general 
institutional system. Of particular importance in establishing this institutional system is Susan 
Woodward‘s (1989, 1991, 1995) analysis of the Yugoslav state in this period which, while 
not being explicitly a new institutionalist study, conforms in important ways to new 
institutionalism‘s central tenants. Woodward and others (Lilly 1994) have given significant 
revisionist accounts of the Yugoslav state demonstrating the extent to which there was 
significant instability in policy, government and the general society at this time. I propose 
approaching the empirical record within the film industry in like manner using a short case 
study of the evolution of the Yugoslav State‘s primary film agency, Agitprop, to show the 
extent to which it mirrored the general political conditions and priorities of Woodward‘s 
analysis. In criticising the conventional view of a stable period in both the film industry and 
in general society existed before the 1948-49 crisis, I offer an alternative description which 
argues for a complex and evolving situation. It begins by describing the opposing centralist 
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and de-centralist tendencies regarding the desirable structure for the administration of the 
Yugoslav State and which also shaped the film industry. Finally, I argue that the institutional 
legacy of the structure and conditions of the pre-war State and the Yugoslav film industry of 
that time had important implications for both the emerging Socialist Yugoslav state and its 
film industry.  
 
In Chapter 5, ―Flirting with Centralisation and Soviet Dominance: The Military 
Administration Period (October 1944 – July 1945)‖, the period is shown to inaugurate several 
important and contingent developments. The grand reform undertaken by the military 
administration was officially that of the establishment of the post-war film industry on 
Socialist lines. However, the problem faced by its institutional designers was dealing with a 
large number of often difficult and contradictory tasks and issues facing the film industry in 
each of the exhibition, distribution and production sectors. These required improvised 
solutions not always consistent with the proposed direction of the grand reform. In the 
process of searching for the best solutions a number of contingent events and complex 
combinations of conditions emerged to which the government needed to respond. The 
governmental responses given were to have lasting impact upon the form and character of the 
Yugoslav film industry and were to give rise to largely unintended consequences. First, there 
were the conflictual relations between the Federal and Republican film agencies resulting 
from the choice of Belgrade as the national film centre. Second, there was the beginning of 
the commercialist logic as a consequence of financial scarcity and the urgent need to attract 
audiences into theatres for the screening of propaganda material. I argue that these actions—
and the developments they precipitated led to path-dependent institutions of the film industry 
and shaped the dominant logics of action that were to (re)direct the film policy.  
  
 
Chapter 6, ―Moving to De-centralisation and Commercialisation (July 1945 – June 1946): 
The Film Settlement of the Civilian ‗Administrative Period‘‖ investigates the first civilian 
organization of film industry in immediate post-war Yugoslavia. The evolution of the balance 
between the competing logics of centralism and Republican autonomism in film development 
policy and between ideo-political correctness and commercialism in film import and 
exploitation are charted. It shows how due to a combination of pressures, some of which had 
started in the preceding period, the localisers and commercialist currents increased their 
relative position with respect to centralism and ideo-political currents while still remaining 
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subordinate to them. It is further argued that the resistances of the localisers at the Republican 
film centres were rewarded with further gains in the first half of 1946, after these conflicts 
within the film industry reached the Central Committee of the CPY. By the end of this period, 
the FEY (Film Enterprise of Yugoslavia), Republican interests and the Federal Government 
were working on reforms to the film industry which were aimed at establishing workable 
relations among the different Federal and Republican film centres. In the second half of the 
chapter, I describe the economic pressures that an onerous Soviet contract placed on the 
industry at a time of general economic difficulties and the need this created to make profits 
elsewhere through the exploitation of Western films. With the Hollywood Majors‘ remaining 
inflexible over titles and rental agreements and with confiscated Western film titles being 
available Yugoslav authorities extensively screened these confiscated films alongside Soviet 
films.  By now Western commercial films were understood to be necessary to keep the 
industry financially viable enough to secure State ends. Consequently the box office and 
import policy became important considerations to balance against ideological priorities. 
Commercial logics of action had gained an important toe-hold. 
 
Chapter 7, ―Political Orthodoxy and Commercialism in the Committee for 
Cinematography period (June 1946 – April 1951)‖ is concerned with the twin strands of 
political orthodoxy and commercialism and how these two competing logics of action worked 
themselves out in the period immediately before, during, and subsequent to the Cominform 
Crisis (referred to throughout the thesis as the ‗Crisis‘). First it establishes the ideological 
side of the Yugoslav film industry noting its close relation to the art and culture sector 
generally and its susceptibility to Soviet influence. Second, the Crisis is considered and how 
it initially led Yugoslav officials to renew their commitment to Soviet Communism but 
eventually—in the face of Soviet escalation of the conflict—led to the same officials 
breaking with Soviet Communism and the Eastern Bloc more generally. Third, the detailed 
record of film acquisition and exploitation show that economic issues were more relevant to 
the actual enactment of film policy than were ideological considerations and their rhetorical 
expression. Furthermore, this was as much the case before and as it was after the Crisis. 
Finally, the chapter ends with a consideration of what the Yugoslav film industry shares and 
does not share with other Eastern European Socialist industries. It notes that the major 
difference between it and its Eastern European counterparts was the extent to which a 
commercial logic was exercised.  
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Chapter 8, ―The Relations between Centralism and Autonomism in the Committee 
for Cinematography period (June 1946 – April 1951)‖ considers how competing centralising 
and localising, or developmentalist and liberal, interests and logics of action were negotiated 
in the same period. At the start of the Committee for Cinematography period, it was 
centralism and its concomitant developmentalist orientation that was the dominant logic of 
action in the industry. However, from the very beginning of the Committee centralist actors 
lost ground. The first part of this chapter shows how, before the Crisis, the settlement of 
institutional conflicts between the two logics increasingly favoured localisers‘ logics. The 
second part examines the Crisis itself and its consequences for these centralisers‘ and 
localisers‘ logics. The Crisis and its immediate aftermath did not lead to a sudden redesign of 
the system as has been commonly held. Rather very local film industry specific actions on the 
part of the Yugoslav state to address the severe economic downturn stemming from the Crisis 
had the most far-reaching consequences favouring further decentralisation at the expense of 
centralisation.  The State‘s response to the economic crisis was to, among other things, 
reform labour policy. This when coupled with the gradual decentralisation of film offices and 
capabilities to the Republics ensured that the independent production companies that emerged 
were connected to the constituent Republics. This coupling more than anything else further 
and definitively promoted industry de-centralisation.  
 
This was not, however, the intent of this reform—rather the central State‘s priority 
with its Labour reform and its further support for Republican film offices was simply to save 
money. It did so by relegating the majority of film workers to contract-based employment, 
transferring the administration to trade associations and Republican ministries, and changing 
the financing of film enterprises from a budgetary to a trade account method. But with the 
resulting high unemployment among filmmakers and technicians, these people then 
established their own film production enterprises, re-directing the evolution of the film 
industry into the form it would take over coming decades. In this case, the Crisis caused 
significant change. Here as elsewhere the changes owed themselves to contingent decisions 
and circumstances and the complexity of the situation. 
 
Chapter 9, ―Towards a New Institutional Perspective on the Yugoslav Film Industry 
under Socialism‖ provides a theoretical discussion of the thesis‘s central findings: namely 
that the processes and trajectories of de-centralisation and commercialisation in the Yugoslav 
film industry need to be rethought.  In this rethinking accounts of change based either 
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explicitly or implicitly on models of punctuated equilibrium, where history is ordered into 
stable periods separated by and inaugurated by revolutionary and abrupt events such as the 
Cominform Crisis need to be set aside. The empirical record does not support this 
understanding of this critical period in the re-establishment of a film industry under 
Socialism. By contrast the new institutionalism is more consistent with the evolution of the 
Yugoslav film industry identified in this thesis. I have used the new institutionalism‘s account 
of complexity and gradualism as key characteristics of institutional change to show that 
throughout this period the institutional regime was more complex than traditional accounts 
allow for and that the dynamics of institutional change were much more gradual involving the 
evolution of tensions between the competing and conflicting dimensions of the institutional 
order. The chapter seeks to show that new institutionalist perspectives have much to offer—
not only for film history and the political economy of film where they can provide useful 
theoretical perspectives on the film industry and film making which are broadly supportive of 
trends within the new cinema history to better accommodate complexity but also in 
approaching other social and economic spheres and their governance under Socialism in 
Yugoslavia and Eastern Europe. The Yugoslav film industry thus provides a case study on 
Socialist modes of government not only in in the cultural sector but in business and industry 
more generally. It is argued that Socialist modes of government balanced both commercial 
and ideological and centralising and decentralising logics of action in a contingent mix. 
While they presented themselves politically and rhetorically as stable with common 
ideological and political ends in a State in which the Party reigned supreme this masked 
considerable internal change and conflict and obscured the kinds of pragmatic decision-
making including commercial and economic grounds for this decision-making. In this way 
the thesis is shown to make a contribution to broader understandings of the Yugoslav turn to 
worker self-management, the Cominform Crisis and the break with the Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe, and the twinning of commercial logics of action with decentralisation to the 
Republics. Here as elsewhere notions of institutional ‗layering‘ and ‗displacement‘ are useful 
as theoretical explanations of changes and processes which were often more happenstance 
and improvised than deliberated and ideological. The chapter ends with a recommendation of 
adoption of new institutionalist perspectives in film studies and national cinema studies of 
Socialist nations, and in the study of politics, culture and institutions more generally.  
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Data sources and Methodology 
This thesis is based on the perusal and consideration of a wide range of sources. It includes 
library and archival film industry research in Belgrade and in Australia principally through 
access to the digital archives of Yugoslav legislation in the Official Gazette, as well as 
important American and to a lesser extent Yugoslav newspaper and magazines records. 
Further, some important compendiums of archival material published by post-Yugoslav 
researchers have been perused. It has also involved: consulting studies of the Yugoslav film 
industry and that of other Eastern and Central European Socialist countries; of national 
cinema and new cinema history studies of Western countries (particularly the major European 
cinemas, Australian and American cinema); and of politics, society and art in the former 
Yugoslavia. Finally, it has involved the consideration of institutionalism including new 
institutional theories of institution formation and industrial development.  
 
In 2006, I spent nearly a month in Belgrade, Serbia collecting material for the 
research, accessing libraries for published material and developing networks that I would 
need to obtain material for this research when back in Australia. Belgrade was chosen 
because it was the centre of the Federal State, Yugoslavia‘s capital and the best location to 
search for published records on film industry and its archival records. Since I speak Serbian-
Bosnian-Croatian language(s) and read in both their scripts the material collected was in 
these languages.  Although in the 1950s Yugoslav film industry became largely a matter for 
the Governments of the individual Yugoslav Republics, in the period under examination it 
was still largely a Federal matter. Furthermore, it was at the Federal level that the moves 
toward de-centralisation were authorized.  
 
At the time I was there and immediately after, however, I intended to write a thesis 
that would investigate the film industry in the whole Socialist era (1945-1990). As I wrote the 
thesis up I realized that I should focus on the initial establishment period immediately after 
the WWII. While a lot of the material I collected became less immediately useful to this task 
it nonetheless proved useful in framing my understanding of the consequences of the 
decisions and institutional arrangements put into place in this establishment period.  
 
When I began this thesis I thought I would be mostly concentrating on the 
Constitutional changes of the 1960s, 1970s and onward and how they affected the Yugoslav 
film industry. But after perusing the material I acquired (all 50 kilos worth of photocopying 
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and books and magazines purchased there – almost all of the literature on film industry ever 
published in post-WWII Yugoslavia) and working with it, I started to notice the 
contradictions between what conventional film studies were arguing about the period before 
and after the Cominform Crisis of 1948-1949 and what was implied by much of the archival 
record including what these film scholars were themselves citing! I became convinced that 
the critical period in the Yugoslav film history which ended with the dissolution of 
Yugoslavia in 1992 lay in the time before the Crisis, during the Crisis and in its immediate 
aftermath. When I realised that the material I had collected could be used—against the 
grain—to ask questions of the conventional analysis, questions that echoed the theoretical 
debates in contemporary institutional analysis on the nature of change, I began to focus on the 
film industry in the decade immediately after WWII to establish the path dependencies that 
came into being in this period. It seemed a subject that could equally contribute to both film 
studies and institutional theory within political science.  
 
While I was not able to get back to Belgrade again I was able to continue to access 
and keep abreast of sources after 2006 by getting a hold of Yugoslav language books and 
other materials through the combination of the networks I had established, online purchases 
and internet searches of archival and other sources. Liaisons with librarians and archivists in 
Belgrade-based organizations such as the Library of the Belgrade University, the Official 
Gazette, and Yugoslav Archives have proved crucial in acquiring some important and difficult 
to access material. With fluency in Serbian-Bosnian-Croatian language(s) I am confident, for 
instance, that I have identified every possible source on the internet. Working on the thesis 
part-time and thus extending the time for my research allowed me to eventually access 
sources more fully that I had only partly attended to such the Службени Лист – the Official 
Gazette of Yugoslavia when it came on online.  
 
Since I grew up in Croatia and lived there until 1998, I know how the material from 
the Socialist period has been treated and where to search for it. I believe I have used up all 
possible avenues to reach this material. One of the problems has been that not much attention 
has been given to the film industry in this period in either Croatia or Slovenia. Their national 
archives in terms of digitalization of relevant sources and their academic attention to the 
Croatian and Slovenian contribution to the Yugoslav film industry has, perhaps 
understandably, not been a priority. However, recent books and articles by Croatian writers 
have proved useful (see especially Pavičić 2008), but the subject of post-WWII Yugoslav 
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film industry has not attracted much academic attention in Croatia at this time. Despite the 
obvious problems in Bosnia, there has been a decent effort at digitalisation in that Republic, 
now Nation. However, this effort has focussed on various published media, rather than the 
archives of State agencies that shaped the film industry in this period. I could not identify any 
works on film history of the period under investigation by a post-1990 Bosnian-
Herzegovinian author. So in the end, most roads led back to Belgrade. 
 
As the former centre of both the film industry and publishing, the national capital of 
the former Yugoslavia and its largest city, Belgrade is scattered with hard to find books and 
manuscripts on the history of the Yugoslav post-war film industry. The most fertile grounds 
proved to be the libraries of the ‗Yugoslav Cinemateque‘ and the Faculty of Dramatic Arts. 
While there I was able to peruse and copy magazine articles, unpublished academic theses 
and manuscripts and books. The Yugoslav Cinemateque is the library adjacent to the 
institution that houses all of the film prints and paraphernalia that circulated within 
Yugoslavia in the last century– a sort of ―national‖ museum of film. It is probably, in 
Australian terms best thought of as the equivalent of the National Film and Sound Archive. 
The latter, the Faculty of Dramatic Arts, is the principal library of the national film school 
and other art schools. These libraries contain historical publications on film history that are 
difficult to find in other places and in the book market.  
 
Some of the most important sources for my thesis have been works that present the 
preserved archival material. The most important source of archival documents has been the 
digital archive of Yugoslav legislation originally published in the Official Gazette. In some 
cases I have used the original records like the Hansards of the Congresses of the Communist 
Party of Yugoslavia between 1948 and 1952. Other works are secondary sources quoting 
from the original archival documents. Of these the works of Dedijer (1945), the journal 
Filmska Kultura (1975, 1976 and 1983), Savković (1998), Volk (2001 and 1977), Kosanović 
(1975, 1995, 2008), Paramentić (1995), and especially Ranković (2004) are of particular 
significance. There are also some official publications on the statistics for the Yugoslav film 
industry in the period under investigation, such as those by Ilić (1970) and Obradović (1996). 
All of these books, reports and papers are now standard reference works on the Yugoslav film 
industry. Each contains and uses extensive archival sources. Filmska Kultura, for example, 
published important historical documents. The extensive range and depth of the archival 
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material they collected and cited has allowed me to offer interpretations and reach 
conclusions different from the authors that collated them! 
 
Among the archival material used, some of the most prominent are those from the 
Archives of Josip Broz Tito (Arhiv Josipa Broza Tita) and Archives of Yugoslavia (Arhiv 
Jugoslavije) - especially files from the Federal Executive Council (Savezno Izvršno Veće), 
Federal Commission for Inspection of Films (Savezna Komisija za Pregled Filmova), 
Committee for Cinematography of FPRY (Komitet za Kinematografiju Vlade FNRJ), 
Archives of the Central Committee of the CPY (Arhiv CK SKJ), Federal Ministry for 
Education (Ministarstvo Prosvete Vlade DFJ), and Government of the FPRY (Vlada FNRJ). 
Another important source was the Official Gazette of the Government of Yugoslavia 
(Sluţbeni List) which is now available from an online source which I have used on its own 
merit and to check the references made in other documents cited. Other important archival 
material was scattered online: I managed to paste together, for instance, the Constitution of 
[the former] Yugoslavia from a variety of online sources. 
 
The archival material collated by the abovementioned sources contained important 
legislation as well as records of internal policy debates, decisions and reports. Some of this 
material while available has not been taken up and commented upon while other material has 
been inaccessible until recently. These works were especially relevant in explaining the 
official internal reasoning and motivation for decisions. In order to show the rhetorical side 
of film industry evolution, however, I have referred to material from published daily media 
(Borba), various publications of Yugoslav social and political organizations, and trade 
publications (Filmska Kultura) and associations. I have translated and presented in this thesis 
some of this archival material (indeed all the translations are, for better or worse, my own).  
 
Some potentially relevant sources of archival material have remained beyond my 
reach. The archives of individual enterprises in film production and distribution sectors and 
of their association bodies would certainly have contributed to my understanding of how 
companies dealt with and influenced the legislation and film policy. So too, the archives of 
trade associations such as the Union of Film Workers of Yugoslavia would surely shed light 
on the issues surrounding the labour reforms in film industry and establishment of 
'independent' companies from the perspective of film workers. Unfortunately, much of these 
archives are either destroyed or lost. In some cases, the companies have not kept them on 
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after privatization or before it. In other cases, the archives might have been misplaced or 
destroyed due to NATO bombing of Belgrade in 1999. Furthermore, the archives in other 
former Yugoslav Republics have not yet reached the stage of digitalization, nor have they 
been published by researchers or organizations. These would be relevant to my analysis of 
relations between the centralisers and localisers which shaped much of the Yugoslav film 
policy. Unfortunately, I was not able to travel in order to search for them in situ. Still, I 
believe that the archival material I was able to access provides a good basis for the thesis' 
principal arguments.   
 
Given that the history of the Yugoslav State has not the kind of core national interest 
it would have had if the State had survived, alternative sources became important—in 
particular many new and second-hand bookshops in Belgrade. These contributed data 
important for this thesis. These were typically more general works on Yugoslav film history 
and history and sociology of arts and culture in general. This included work which has been 
published after my research in Belgrade, such as Miloradović (2002, 2010 and 2012), Tadić 
(2009), Tirnanić (2008), Vučetić (2012), Marković (2012), Janjetović (2011), Gatalović 
(2010), and Peković and Kljakić (2012). These works also carried archival material relevant 
for this thesis. I also found some fifty books on or from this era on history, politics, art, film 
and other relevant subjects that did not make the reference list, but have substantially 
informed my understanding of the conditions and atmosphere in which the developments 
described in this thesis occurred. I acquired these through internet shopping, download and 
occasionally prevailing upon Belgrade acquaintances to locate and send material.  
 
Of particular value to this research has been the digital archives of the New York 
Times and the Hollywood film daily Variety from the 1940s and 1950s available through the 
University of Queensland‘s Social Science and Humanities Library in case of the former and 
through the paid per view electronic database in case of the latter. These sources were useful 
for their interpretation of the relations between the State-run Yugoslav film importer and the 
Motion Picture Export Association (MPEA) and the American film industry in general. These 
records were then compared with Yugoslav records in order to draw conclusions and 
arguments relevant to the understanding offered in this thesis of there being a gradual and 
complex evolution of film import and exhibition in this period, rather than a sudden shift of 
priority and attention. These sources provided useful supplementary information on the 
timing and intensity of the exploitation of confiscated Western films in the 1940s (which 
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Yugoslav authorities were not seeking to publicly ‗talk up‘), and the timing of import of new 
Western films (at a time when Yugoslav authorities were also officially denouncing these 
films).  
 
There is a useful, if limited, literature in English that deals with the Yugoslav film 
industry in the period in question. Useful contributions have been made by Goulding (2002 
and 1998), Liehm and Liehm (1977) and Pavičić (2008). I have also used the film studies of 
other former Socialist countries. Of particular use have been the work of Eagle (1998), Slater 
(1992) and Faraday (2000); the first and second as typical examples of treatment of East 
European Socialist film industries in conventional film studies literature and the last as a 
source of criticism of such treatment. For developments in the film industry of countries other 
than Yugoslavia in the 1940s and 1950s, Jarvie (2000) for the US and Blahova (2011) for 
Czechoslovakia have been important in setting out the broader institutional and film industry 
contexts of the Soviet sphere and Hollywood‘s own export politics and orientation towards it.  
 
On the evolution of general institutional system in post-war Yugoslavia, Woodward 
(1978, 1991 and 1995), Lilly (1994), Đilas (1985) and Rusinow (1977) have left a strong 
mark on this thesis. The theoretical institutionalist literature has been used, most prominently 
those of Streeck and Thelen (2005), Hay (2002), Peters (1999), and Jessop (2007). These 
studies informed the theoretical framework for the understanding of institutional evolution of 
Yugoslav film industry in the period after the World War II. I have found this institutional 
and film studies material in the Social Sciences and Humanities Library at, and by Inter-
Library loan, through the University of Queensland. As is the condition of much 
contemporary scholarship UQ‘s library internet access to academic journals has been 
important. 
 
 
 
A note on translation 
Much of the material referenced and quoted throughout this thesis is in Serbian language (or 
Serbo-Croatian, as it was known at the time of publishing). This includes books, journal 
articles and archival material available online. I have over 10 years of experience in 
interpreting and translating from English to Serbian and vice versa. This experience helped 
me to present a professional translation of excerpts of important documents and film industry 
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analysis from Yugoslav and post-Yugoslav sources. Most of this material has not been 
accessible earlier to English language readers. In the bibliography section, books, articles and 
documents in Serbian are listed with their original titles (be it in Cyrillic or Latin alphabet) 
and with my English translation of titles. I hope that my translation work contributes not only 
to arguments put forward in this thesis, but also as a guide to future researchers as to the 
depth and source of material in ‗native‘ language. 
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Chapter 2 
 
 
 
 
 
Normalising Film Studies Approaches to the Yugoslav Film Industry 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction  
This chapter proceed as follows. First, I will consider some key trends in contemporary film 
history and cinema studies. Secondly, I will explore the changing ways in which Yugoslav 
and Eastern European cinema is being considered identifying both a continuing tendency for 
the ―special‖ treatment of Yugoslav and Eastern European filmmaking and film industry 
developments and a new emerging trend to ―normalise‖ Yugoslav and Eastern European 
cinemas. This special treatment is ostensibly legitimated by the circumstances of the Soviet 
bloc and its Communist experiments for filmmaking and film artists. It has resulted in 
approaches to the film industries and policy making in these countries which are now 
decidedly different and increasingly at odds from that obtaining for the new cinema histories 
of Western countries. Much of the new scholarship on these cinemas, of which this thesis is a 
part, is designed to rectify this balance. This recent work on Yugoslav and Eastern European 
filmmaking is no longer claiming its exceptionalism but exploring its many continuities with 
other national film industries in the period.  
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The study of both Yugoslav and Eastern European filmmaking is becoming an 
integral part of the new cinema history approaches to the cinema as the work of scholars as 
diverse as Pavičić, Skopal, Blahova and Iordanova show. In this chapter I will be identifying 
some of the ways in which the study of both Yugoslav and Eastern European filmmaking 
could benefit from the adoption of particular aspects of this new cinema history. This will 
involve ―normalizing‖ the Yugoslav industry and recognizing the many characteristics it and 
other film industries of Eastern Europe shared with the film industries and policies of 
Western European countries at the time.  
 
Finally, I will consider the literature on the Yugoslav film industry showing how 
Yugoslav film historiography—both under Socialism and a unified state and post-Socialism 
and the break-up of the Yugoslav state—has explained the development and transformation 
of the Yugoslav film industry under Socialism with reference to the Crisis. It is my argument 
that this places undue emphasis upon the role of both the central State and Foreign Relations 
as explanations for industrial transformation and film market orientation. It also points to the 
need for the re-appraisal of the role of the State which the next chapter will undertake using 
new institutionalist political economy perspectives.  
 
 
 
Key themes and trends in contemporary film studies 
In recent decades, film studies have significantly diversified. Input is now routinely sought 
from various analytical approaches, including neo-Marxist and political economy approaches. 
With this broadening of perspective the kinds of things examined and the resulting 
explanations of historical film industry developments, whether at the level of a national 
cinema or not, have become decidedly more complex. The consensus now is that cinema is 
indeed a ‗messy affair‘ (O‘Regan 1996). This has resulted in political, ideological, economic 
and social factors being commonly given equal analytical space and treatment alongside 
textual and aesthetic considerations. I argue here that it is time to apply these approaches 
more thoroughly to the study of the ‗Socialist‘ film industries in general, and to the post-
WWII Yugoslav film industry in particular.  
 
Prior to the 1980s, according to Stephen Crofts, film studies were mainly concerned 
with films and filming and therefore textual analysis. National cinema studies in particular 
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were concerned with analysis of the films produced within the territories of national States 
(Crofts 1998: 385). There were always exceptions to this, perhaps, most notably, Rachael 
Low‘s seven volume history of the British film industry published between 1948 and 1985 
(collected in Low 1997). In the 1980s film studies experienced a widening as an analytical 
field away from a focus on film texts and film directors to include the systematic study of the 
filmmaking and film industries of particular countries—most notably in the US with the 
commissioning under the general editorship of Charles Harpole of Scribner‘s History of the 
American Cinema now into its 10
th
 volume (the most relevant of which for this thesis are 
Balio 1997 and Schatz 2003). These were joined by a large number of film industry and 
filmmaking studies dealing with various political, economic and social factors across the 
Western world and, increasingly, African and Asian including Middle Eastern countries.  
 
Various schools of analysis have (re)applied themselves to film resulting in a wide 
and diverse range of approaches and arguments being developed. Despite their ontological 
and methodological differences, many of these approaches share an attitude of mutual 
acceptance and acknowledgement of the film industry‘s complex nature. While different 
schools and scholars may emphasise different factors, it is rare for any now to deny the links 
among them. The interactions between economic, ideological, social and political factors are 
now commonly seen to mutually shape both the film industry as a whole and its specific 
sections. For example, the film production sector in France has been described as an 
interaction between industrial structure, material infrastructure, skills development system, 
systems of authorial control, and work practices and style of filmmaking (Crisp 1993). This 
sort of approach has informed many studies of particular national cinemas.  
 
The national cinema studies, informed by these developments, now commonly 
research various factors: production; distribution and exhibition; audience, discourses and 
textuality; the role of the State (see Dorland 1998)[, and the evolution of ―national‖ genres 
and film movements specific to the national-cultural sphere (Crofts 1998:386-9). When these 
factors are combined expertly, they provide complex and non-deterministic narratives of film 
industry developments, such as those provided by Crisp (1993) on French cinema, Elsaesser 
(1989) on the New German Cinema, Higson on British cinema (1995) and O‘Regan (1996) 
on Australian cinema.  
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At the same time what has been called the new cinema history has directed scholarly 
attention to the social, cultural and economic circumstances in which historical and 
geographically situated audiences came to view the cinema in their neighbourhood theatres; 
and upon the cinema distribution, exhibition and marketing arrangements which brought 
films to these communities. An important fillip for this new cinema history was the 
publication of Robert C. Allen and Douglas Gomery’s Film History: Theory and Practice in 
1985. This and subsequent work drew attention to the circumstances in which the cinema 
came into and was sustained by diverse communities. The by now substantial research into 
movie-going has led to substantial attention being paid to cinema exhibition and exhibitors 
(see Gomery 1992) and film audiences (see Sedgwick 2000, Maltby & Stokes 2004; Maltby 
et al 2007, 2011; Biltereyst et al 2012; Aveyard & Moran 2013).  
 
This research has uncovered the substantial local agency which, in conjunction with 
national and international production, distribution and exhibition interests, made the cinema 
of the first fifty years of the 20
th
 century and beyond work (see also Melnick 2012). This new 
cinema history (Maltby et al 2011) has shown just how important this local agency was to 
making cinema’s territorially-based and defined film scheduling and extended release 
patterns work nationally and internationally. The result has been a particularly rich picture of 
the cinema as being marked by significant local and regional specificity. In focussing 
scholarly attention on the role agents played in particular geographically defined 
communities and places, the new cinema history has shown that the cinema for all its 
national, international and global dimensions is—and needs always to be—local somewhere 
(see Jancovich et al 2003). New cinema history’s timely attention to film exhibition, 
distribution and audiences provides a useful attention to the mundane circumstances of an 
ordinary film’s circulation. It is particularly important for the insights it provides and the 
importance it accords to these neglected aspects of the cinema experience. It has shown why 
exhibition, distribution and audiences really matter.     
  
Marxist theory also joined the trend in film scholarship in the 1980s. The ‗historical 
turn‘ in film studies was expressed by its Marxist scholars in terms of the interaction between 
texts and their spectators. The latter were now posited as ‗historical persons‘ whose 
interpretations needed to be contextualised by social attributes of age, class, gender, 
nationality and so on (Kleinhans 1998:111). The focus on history also brought institutional 
analysis into the panoply of Marxist approaches to film. A younger generation of scholars 
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(Wasko 2003, Mosco 2009, Pendakur 1990, Mattelart 1983, 1994, Miller et al 2005) 
combined Marxist political economy with technological, textual and reception/audience 
analysis, but avoided the old Marxist trap of hard and fast determinism by economic factors 
(Kleinhans 1998: 111).  
 
These Marxist scholars all shared a dedication to a holistic view of the relationships 
among the ideological, economic and political dimensions of social life. Their aim was to 
examine the ‗social totality‘ – the totality of social relations that form economic, political, 
social and cultural life (Mosco 2009: 3). Methodologically, of course, not all aspects of a 
social totality might be ‗known‘ or accessible. However, the new generation of Marxist 
political economists were more inclined to broaden their definition of the (economic) 
phenomenon being studied. Therefore, they envisage a situation where one among a number 
of different institutions, ideas or interests may become dominant at different times and places. 
So rather than being presumed in advance of investigation it needs to be subject to empirical 
investigation.  
 
Marxist political economists often focus on particular relationships within this 
framework. First, they prioritise analytically the relations between the political and the 
economic, following the call to ‗bring the State back in‘ from the wider political economy 
scholarship. It has been argued that there is a ‗relative autonomy‘ of governments with regard 
to the economy, making the relationship between the political and the economic a dynamic, 
complex, mutual and necessary relationship (Jessop 1990). Therefore, the Marxist political 
economists researching the film industry highlight the relations between the governments and 
the film industry, especially the case of US Government and Hollywood (Miller et al 1994, 
Jarvie 1990). They have found that the US government has been important in every 
significant structural transformation of the film industry, especially through the rules on 
competition, integration and industry concentration. The governmental support of Hollywood 
in foreign markets and the fight against piracy has also been consistent throughout the history 
of American film industry. Another consistent feature has been the concerns of and strategies 
undertaken by film industry interests and governments outside the US of dealing with the 
power of Hollywood and the US government (Pendakur 1990). 
 
Secondly, the Marxist political economists working in the film industry field often 
emphasise the links between the political economy and broader socio-cultural and economic 
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fields (Mosco 2009:30). This has taken a number of forms. In Miller et al‘s ―global 
Hollywood‖ thesis Hollywood is seen to be adapting and working with the new international 
division of labour that emerged across a number of industries and countries since the 1980s. 
Rebranding this the new international division of cultural labour or NICL, they argue that this 
screen globalisation is best seen as an expression within the film industry of these larger 
Capitalist logics. Like the new cinema history this strand of political economy seeks to 
normalise the cinema as another like and connected zone of government.  
 
Following the line from Veblen (1912), another strand of Marxist political economy 
stresses the ways in which irrationally driven behaviour shapes economic structures. They see 
institutions as resulting from the pursuit of power and status and not merely the pursuit of 
abstract and timeless economic ‗laws‘ (Dobbin 2004, Jessop 2007). The economic behaviour 
in sum is not only culture-shaping, but culturally shaped as well. 
 
What we find evident in each of the new film industry historiography associated 
with the examination of national cinemas and Hollywood, the new cinema history with its 
focus upon audiences and exhibition and distribution, and Marxist political economy with its 
focus upon non-determinist relations between the political and the economic, is that they 
share an approach to the film industry in which its complexity and multifaceted character is 
stressed. This suggests an approach to the Yugoslav film industry which would stress not 
only the circumstances of production but that of their reception, not only the State but also its 
policy and political institutions related to an industry. It is just this combination of 
approaches I will now bring to an examination of the literature on the Yugoslav cinema and 
that of Eastern European filmmaking more generally.  
 
There are good and recent examples of application of these new approaches to 
Eastern European film industries. In Hjort and Petrie‘s collection of works on small nation 
cinemas, for example, there is an analysis of film industry in the post-Socialist Bulgaria 
(Iordanova 2007). The post-socialist Eastern European cinema has been the focus of more 
complex analysis in recent times, with studies paying attention to aesthetic and social issues 
(Imre 2005), as well as to financing and general industrial context (Iordanova 1999, 2002). 
Another fruitful approach has been the line of inquiry taken by Skopal and Blahova's works 
on the history of post-WWII Czechoslovakian film import, distribution and exhibition sectors 
(Skopal 2013, Blahova 2010, 2011, 2012). These works investigate the relationship between 
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ideo-political and economic prerogatives that shaped the Czechoslovakian film import and 
exploitation policy after WWII. Skopal also, tellingly, notes the modernist, industry-building 
nature of Socialist film policies, thus finding similarities between issues dealt with the 
Eastern and Western European governments and film industry communities, instead of 
focussing on the differences between them.  
 
There has also been important works on Yugoslav film production sector 
developments in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s (Levi 2009, Dimitrijević 2010, Sudar 2013, 
DeCuir 2011, Volk 1994, Zvijer 2011, Munitić 1999, 2005, 2012, Pavlović 1990, Novaković 
1998). The analyses on 1960s, 1970s and 1980s are analytically linked to processes under this 
thesis‘ examination in two ways. On the one hand, the developments in the earlier period 
provide the basis for understanding of the later period. Some of the earlier developments I 
describe are:  the relations between filmmakers and authorities; relations between production 
enterprises from different republics; the emergence of ‗independent‘ film enterprises and 
‗cinema clubs‘, and education of filmmakers in the West. Some of the later, as described by 
above authors, are: the debates and institutional competition between the proponents of a 
singular Yugoslav cinema and those of a more or less connected set of national cinemas 
based on cultural autonomy of each republic; the developments surrounding the ‗black wave‘ 
of socially critical and sometimes nihilist films (that were criticized and defended by large 
sections of the Party and other social authorities), and the economic and political 
circumstances of specific film production strategies (for example, the ‗Partizan‘ war action 
films). The former developments are acknowledged by these authors as important factors in 
the explanation of later ones, and I hope that this thesis shall also contribute to that exchange. 
On the other hand, the later developments also help us understand the former. Among other, 
they help us give appropriate importance to the fact that there were no inter-republican co-
productions in the earlier periods supposedly marked by strong centralist tendencies. Further, 
they help us understand how and why the authorities‘ initial plans sometimes resulted in 
consequences other than, or contrary to the desires of the State. For example, as we shall see 
in chapter eight, they explain how ‗self-management‘ reforms resulted in the rise of 
‗independent‘ film enterprises that characterized the late 1950s and beyond. This field of 
inquiry is thus especially useful for our purposes of exhibiting the complexity and 
contingency inherent in early institutional processes (see especially the theoretical discussion 
in the next chapter).  
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More pertinent to this thesis have been the works on the Yugoslav import, 
distribution and exhibition sectors in the decade following the WWII by Dević (2002), 
Paramentić (1995), Miloradović (2012), Janjetović (2011), and Vučetić (2012). I shall argue, 
however, that these latter works do not give appropriate weight to economic factors and the 
complexity of relations between them and political, ideological and social dimensions of the 
film industry when explaining the developments in the period under review. In their stead I 
argue for a more thorough and open approach.  
 
  
 
Film Studies of Eastern and Central European Socialist Nations 
There are four characteristics of film studies of the Eastern and Central European Socialist 
nations which have been until recently particularly problematic in helping us understand their 
film industry developments after the WWII. First, the State is held to play an overtly 
deterministic and ideological role. Secondly the film industry‘s commercial aspects tend to be 
downplayed in favour of its ideological-political aspects. Thirdly, exhibition and distribution 
are neglected. And finally the international aspects of the film industry and its relations are 
downplayed. In this section I will develop four provocations with respect to these attentions 
drawing where appropriate on film scholarship which both supports and questions these 
attentions.  
 
First, the State is cast in an overtly deterministic and ideological way. The State‘s 
(and the Party‘s) motives for action on the film industry are seen as primarily ideological, 
rather than economic, industrial or social. Furthermore, the State and the Party are perceived 
as monolithic. Conflicts within both tend to be downplayed and, at worst, ignored or even 
denied. This prevents recognition of the Socialist State in its ordinary, normalising, quotidian 
interventions and inflates the significance of the Party and its supreme deliberative forums. 
 
Second, the film industry‟s commercial aspects are neglected with the result that 
Socialism‟s eschewing and criticism of commercialism as Capitalist deviation is taken at face 
value rather than interrogated at an industry and audience level. Instead, ‗individualist‘ 
expressions, experiments in form and ‗critical‘ filmmaking are deemed as what is worthy of 
critical attention and ‗national cinema‘ status. The commercial film industry within these 
States is ignored and when it is addressed the commercial orientation is seen as a betrayer of 
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art and compromiser of the film artists‘ integrity. This neglect of the commercial in 
‗Socialist‘ cinema studies is a particularly common feature of film studies approaches to 
‗Socialist‘ cinema and is only now being redressed.  
 
Third, distribution and exhibition sectors are seen as instruments of State policy 
rather than as having their own modes of calculation and operation capable of significantly 
influencing State policy. The literature has tended to focus on the production sector to the 
extent that ‗cinematography‘ is often synonymous with ‗production‘ in some writings. 
Distribution and exhibition are seen as determined by the State and its policies, particularly 
its foreign relations (as expressed by film import) and its ideology (as expressed by film 
censorship), rather than sectors important for their effects on the Film industry and State 
policy in general.  
 
Finally, the influence of the internationalization of Film industry is downplayed. 
Developments in the Socialist film industries are typically considered unresponsive to and 
disconnected from the wider global trends. This ‗buys‘ too much into the State‘s own self-
projections of its potence, significance and sense of self-sufficiency. As Pavičić among others 
has noted the Yugoslav industry was connected with and inter-relating with these wider 
trends from its inception in 1946. I will now address each of these provocations in turn.   
 
 
Declaiming the Deterministic State 
The assumption of an all-powerful and omnipresent (deterministic) State vis-a-vis film art 
(and other arts) is one of the strongest markers of the film studies‘ work on Yugoslav and 
other East European film industries generally (Eagle in Ramet 1998, Goulding 2002, Horton 
1985, Janjetović 2011, Miloradović 2012, Kosanović 1995, Paramentić 1995). Researchers of 
general cultural policy also agree that ―the State was centralised and Party-controlled‖ in 
practice, despite the ―decorative commitment‖ to a federal structure of decision-making 
(Gatalović 2010: 16-17). Developments are often explained through references to formal and 
informal demands from the authorities and sometimes very limited anecdotal evidence. The 
assumption is that the State and ‗the Party‘ are monolithic, consistent and unanimous, as if 
there is no conflict or pluralism within the Communist party or a government. It is further 
assumed that the typical Socialist Eastern European State was overtly ideological and 
dogmatic in its policy principles and enactment. From these assumptions, there is a tendency 
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to describe the development of the film industry as a result of the State‟s demands. In the 
production sector, this translates into the ideologically motivated oppression of the ‗non-
conformist‘ and the favouring of ‗conformist‘ filmmakers in their stead. For example:  
 
[T]he creation of artistically and socio-culturally significant films was 
often stymied by shifting party lines and the alternations of periods of 
freer film creativity with periods of crisis, repression, bureaucratic 
intervention, and what regime authorities euphemistically termed 
processes of ‘stabilization‘ or ‗normalization‘. (Goulding 1998: 471)  
 
 
These assumptions are embodied in the treatment of Yugoslav import, distribution 
and exhibition sectors and film discourse in historical accounts. For example, it is commonly 
argued that Yugoslav authorities before the break with the USSR in 1948-1949 refused to 
import and exhibit Western films in any significant number (Goulding 2002: 37, Vučetić 
2012: 84-86, Janjetović 2011: 32-33, Dević 2002, Miloradović 2012). Further, at the level of 
structural organization of Film industry, it is argued that post-war Yugoslavia was a strictly 
centralised affair. Notable exceptions are Miloradović (2010a, 2012) and Ranković (2004) 
who note the difficulties in plans for centralised film industry and resistance by interests that 
pushed for a level of de-centralisation. For example, Ranković argues that as early as 1945 
some de-centralisation tendencies were becoming institutionalized:  
 
Although according to some plans the cinematography, like 
everything else, was supposed to be centralised and thus managed 
from one centre, it seems that this was never strictly applied. The 
Republics that had some cinematographic tradition, concretely Croatia 
and Slovenia, pulled away from the main line firstly with regards to 
cinema theatres, but the greatest sin was deviation from the manner of 
approval process for film scripts and film production. The new 
directive was accepted and applied to practice, so that the 
cinematography developed in parallel at the Federal and Republican 
level. (2004: 43-44).  
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Nevertheless, Ranković maintains that significant de-centralisation started due to the break 
with the USSR, especially with the switch to self-management in 1950 (2004: 70-72). Until 
then, Yugoslav film industry development was following a Soviet model,  
 
...based on large and unified, that is, centralised administrative system 
of organizing... but after the conflict between the Communist parties 
of Yugoslavia and USSR in 1948, in Yugoslavia there was criticism of 
the existing system of organizing and beginnings of a new system. 
(Ranković 2004: 23) 
 
Ranković agrees with Serbian historian Ljubodrag Dimić in that after the political conflict 
with the USSR, between December 1948 and the end of 1949 ―a partial de-centralisation of 
financing of cultural politics‖ had been established (Dimić quoted in Ranković 2004: 24). 
Thus, he emphasises the centralised nature of film industry in Yugoslavia before the break 
with the USSR in 1948-1949, while I show that significant de-centralisation started before the 
crisis in relations with the USSR.  
 
On the other hand Miloradović gives the de-centralising tendencies within the 
Communist parties of Slovenia and Croatia and film authorities under their control a 
prominent place in his analysis of developments in post-WWII cultural policy (2012: 254-
259). However, Miloradović does not place the conflicts between centralisers and localisers 
in an institutional context. Instead they are treated as illustrations of prevailing but private 
attitudes that eventually resulted in a de-centralised film industry after the break with the 
USSR. Ranković, on the other hand, does place the competing tendencies in an institutional 
context but downplays the de-centralising current, thereby giving the crisis in the foreign 
relations a central place in the analysis of film industry development. Both authors use 
archival documents to make their cases. Throughout this thesis I combine their insights 
gained from these documents with institutional theory to show that de-centralisation 
processes characterized Yugoslav film policy before the break with the USSR. 
 
The claims of strictly centralised and ideo-politically monolithic organization of 
Yugoslav film industry in the second half of 1940s rob the Yugoslav film industry of its 
complexity and pre-empt a deeper understanding of the role of the State. Some recent works, 
however, have surpassed such simplistic conclusions, at least with regards to issues in the 
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production sector in the late 1950s, 1960s and 1970s (Pavičić 2008, Babac 2001, Dimitrijević 
2010, DeCuir 2011, Levi 2009, Sudar 2013). For example, Dimitrijević, Levi and Sudar show 
how film artists such as Ţelimir Ţilnik and Aleksandar Petrović were able to engage in 
constructive debate about the Socialist nature of Yugoslav society through their films. They 
also had allies within the Government offices and Communist intellectuals. Rather than 
acting against a monolithic State these filmmakers were engaging with the State. Pavičić, on 
the other hand, describes how commercialist filmmaking also developed in dialogue with 
State officials and with their help, despite circles that were critical of such developments. My 
thesis will similarly highlight the complexity and links between political, economic and 
cultural factors in the import, distribution and exhibition spheres without being overtly 
deterministic. It will thus follow these more recent developments in film studies scholarship 
described above and institutional theory described below. Unlike much of the film literature 
on this period of Yugoslav film industry, I shall argue that the Party and the State in post-war 
Yugoslavia were neither unanimous nor dogmatic about film policy. In fact, the period 
considered is characterized by institutional conflicts, competition and compromise.  
 
One of the conflicts on which the myth of the deterministic Communist state pivots 
is the notion of a centralised film industry and, relatedly, an homogenous national cinema. It 
has become popular after the break-up of Yugoslavia for cinema historiography to follow the 
general trend of de-Yugoslavizing the past. This has produced new insights and allowed for a 
recognition of the differences between the Republican filmmaking of the constitutent 
elements of the Yugoslav State. Thus, each newly (re)formed nation soon became home to 
studies that insisted on the specificity of film production in each of the former Yugoslav 
Republics: ―there were at least as many differences among them as similarities‖ (Stanković 
2012: 37). Instead of Yugoslav cinema history we now commonly talk of a Slovenian, 
Croatian, Serbian, Bosnian-Herzegovinian, Macedonian and even Montenegrin national 
cinemas, all with their national aesthetic values, themes and approaches (Stanković 2012, 
2008, Škrabalo 1998, Volk 2001). While welcome acknowledgement of the distinct 
trajectories Republican based film initiatives fostered, these attempts go too far the other way 
and seem forced and mechanistic rewritings of the past. Of course, no one had ever seriously 
denied the internal diversity of Yugoslav cinema, but this scholarship now risks ignoring the 
ways in which this diverse filmmaking was in contact with each other, relied on each other‘s 
personnel and audiences to be successful, in what was after all an integrated national 
tradition (Iordanova 2005: 234).  
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However, while these attempts fail to convincingly make their case for specific sub-
national cinematic traditions, they are at least related to the political and economic interests 
that have long pushed for sub-national, that is, Republic-based cinemas as distinct cultural 
entities. As we shall see, even at the earliest stages of film development in post-WWII 
Yugoslavia, there were conflicts and more or less open manoeuvring around attempts to 
conceptualize national cinema. These conflicts went right to the heart of debate about cultural 
autonomy and sovereignty of Yugoslav nations. After all, as Thomas Guback argued in a 
somewhat different context: 
 
Who owns the industry, how it is financed, and how production 
decisions are made, inevitably determine the character of the industry 
and the films it produces. These are part of the cultural milieu which 
shapes the kind of societies we will have, and what kinds of people we 
will become – nothing less. (1974: 9) 
 
While initial plans were for a more tightly centralised industry and more 
homogenous national cinema, those that sought de-centralisation and cultural autonomy for 
their respective Republics made significant gains early on. Well before the Yugo-Soviet rift, 
Republics gained control over film production and exhibition facilities and resources in their 
own territories. Croatia, Slovenia and Serbia also had ‗their own‘ schools for film 
technicians. The central government, however, still controlled the censorship, film import and 
most of the finances, as well as the legislation. Importantly, filmmakers circulated freely 
between Republics. In consequence, it is impossible to extricate Yugoslav cinemas from one 
another as they are all made up of filmmakers, finances and regulations that came from other 
Republics or the central government. Nevertheless, the point is that the central government 
was not a deterministic, omnipotent force as usually assumed. There was a level of 
isolationism (for example, there were no inter-Republican co-productions until 1964), power-
sharing, conflict and compromises between the levels of government. 
 
Especially useful for the examination of Yugoslav post-WWII developments with 
regards to the level of centralisation are the various ‗small nation cinema studies‘ which have 
been recently undertaken. Hjort and Petrie observe the possibility and practice of competition 
between national and sub-national cinema (along with other levels of competition): 
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[M]any small nations have emerged out of 20
th
-century processes 
of decolonization and liberation struggles and consequently have a 
strong vested interest in nation-building and the maintenance of a 
strong sense of national identity relevant both internally and 
externally to the nation... In examples where the state has assumed 
a central role in determining the political or ideological content of 
films, internal tensions and even conflicts have also arisen around 
the production of independent or oppositional representations. 
(2007: 15) 
 
In the context of the Yugoslav cinema and its (re)establishment immediately after 
the WWII, we should therefore pay attention to ways in which sub-national, that is, 
Republican forces, negotiated institutional structures with the national, Federal forces. This 
resulted in continuous competition between concepts of Yugoslav cinema as a unitary 
national cinema and Yugoslav cinema as a collection of sub-national cinemas. Small nation 
cinema studies insights allow us to reconceptualise this as a conflict and competition 
between competing film industry logics: the Yugoslav film as potentially a medium-sized 
cinema (O‘Regan 1996) and Yugoslav film as a collection of a number of small nation 
cinemas. The Yugoslav film industry exhibited both characteristics at different times. By the 
second half of the 1960s, for instance, Yugoslavia certainly exhibited characteristics of a 
medium-size cinema, producing around 30 films annually and taking 20-30% of Yugoslav 
box office. The central State had achieved this through a compromise which allowed it to 
build an integrated national cinema and film market, while at the same time sharing power 
with sub-national film structures which demanded cultural, structural and operational 
autonomy. Its early attempts to be the sole and deterministic influence on film industry thus 
quickly turned into a compromise with a significant level of flexibility and contingency. 
Therefore, we need to relax our view of deterministic central State in this period of 
Yugoslav film industry development. 
   
 
Attending to the commercial aspects of the film industry 
Characteristically the mainstream scholarship on Yugoslav and East European cinema 
conceives a national cinema as being one removed from or in opposition to industrial forms 
46 
 
of film industry, whether Hollywood or Soviet. This national cinema‘s style preferably 
employs modernist and experimental methods while avoiding the ‗classical narrative style‘ 
and other ‗commercial‘ styles of filmmaking. So Eagle writes: 
  
Filmmakers were not so much captive of the box office as they are in 
the West. They were considered to be fulfilling a serious mission in 
society, and they were given greater stylistic leeway... These 
promising beginnings with respect to the development of individual 
and national film styles came to a temporary halt with the rather 
stringent imposition of Soviet-style ‗Socialist Realism‘ by the late 
1940s (this was even true in Yugoslavia after the Tito-Stalin rift, only 
there the style was known as ―national realism‖). (Eagle 1998:332) 
 
In likewise describing resistances to ‗officially imposed dogmas‘, Goulding argues 
that, with the struggle of film artists to achieve 
  
The right to express a more critical ‗realism‘ – including the right to 
invoke the darker, ironic, and more alienated side of human, social, and 
political existence... [a] more radical struggle involved freeing film 
from the requirements of ‗realistic‘ representation itself, in favour of 
wide-ranging modernist experimentation with film form and nonlinear 
narrative structures that directly opposed the prescriptions of Socialist 
realism. (Goulding 1998:472)  
 
For these film scholars, a ‗national cinema style‘ exists only in opposition to demands of the 
market (realistic narrative style) and governments (Socialist realist aesthetics). This explains 
the lack of attention to and recognition of the variety of commercial, mass-oriented or 
industry films and filmmaking in Yugoslavia, East European cinema, and what has been 
called ‗World Cinema‘. It seems that only the less mainstream, more exotic and experimental 
filmmaking is a worthy representative of a national film industry.  
 
This arguably condescending logic has shaped the understanding of Yugoslav (and 
East European in general) cinema to this day. As Pavičić points out these ‗national cinemas‘ 
are supposed to produce films about the local problems ―in a manner that is extravagant 
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enough to be misinterpreted as ‗local‘‖, while ―love stories, crime stories or even straight 
storytelling are Western domains, and ‗the third world‘ should refrain from this, and cultivate 
its so-called ‗own voice‘‖ (Pavičić 2008: 36-37). For Pavičić this expectation has a distinctly 
―colonial‖ aspect to it. 
 
The analysis of film production in Yugoslavia and other Socialist countries has 
traditionally been almost exclusively concerned with the political at the detriment of our 
understanding of the economic and the industrial. There is a growing awareness, however, of 
the need to understand how film industry developed in those aspects. The works of Skopal 
(2013) and Blahova (2011, 2010, 2009) for Czechoslovakia and Stanković (2012), Janjetović 
(2011), Vučetić (2012) and Pavičić (2008) for Yugoslavia have attempted to do just this. 
Thus, Janjetović (2011: 180) and Vučetić (2012: 89) acknowledge the importance of 
subsidies received from the US Government in the early 1950s for import of American films 
into Yugoslavia. Pavičić (2008) notes the significance of American technical help and 
education for Yugoslav film production in the 1950s. Similarly, in the analysis of post-
Socialist film industries Iordanova (2005, 2007) and Imre (2005) bring into focus the 
economic and industrial context in which cinema develops. This is not to devalue the 
importance of political or to negate the issues that filmmakers faced (and are facing) in this 
respect, but to bring balance into the scholarship on Eastern European film industries. As 
Imre argues:  
 
...much of what remains of the authoritative literature fifteen years 
into postsocialism was determined by the epistemological 
parameters of the Cold War order: films of the region were 
evaluated by the West, in the West, and for the West on a selective 
basis, privileging films and directors who took an oppositional 
stand in relation to communist totalitarianism in their filmic 
commentaries on national events of great historical importance... 
names such as Vera Chytilova, Miloš Forman, Agnieszka Holland, 
Mikloš Jancso, Krzystof Kieslowski, Jiri Menzel, Marta Meszaros, 
Istvan Szabo, or Andrzej Wajda not only became synonymous with 
both high (or auteur) film art and dissident defiance, but also came 
to stand for East European cinema as a whole. (2005: xii) 
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As a consequence ―much of East European filmmaking remained shrouded in obscurity, 
including films that did not fit the mould of resistant cinema and therefore received no 
international distribution or attention‖ (Imre 2005: xiii). 
 
Investigation of the Yugoslav film import and exploitation sectors uncovers further 
dimensions in which a focus upon the commercial would be fruitful to our understanding of 
film industry development. Importantly, the import and exploitation of commercial films 
(which were mostly but not exclusively Western productions) served to subsidize the 
production of local films and import and exploitation of non-Western and non-commercial 
films which were deemed ideologically and politically more desirable. Thus, the economic 
interests significantly downplayed and even curtailed the intended ideo-political aspects of 
film policy enabling t Western to achieve a prominent position in the film market of 
Yugoslavia even as their presence was criticized by the Communist Party. This mixed 
situation occurred because there was not enough Soviet and other ‗Socialist‘ films to make 
the film market financially viable, especially given the audiences‘ preference for commercial, 
Western films. Skopal (2013) has identified the same phenomenon in post-WWII 
Czechoslovakia.  
 
The commercial aspects of Yugoslav film market also affected the cinematic 
development of Yugoslav film directors. One of the consequences of the relative, albeit state-
initiated, openness of the Yugoslav film market to commercial production was difficulty the 
State had in exerting a tight control over Yugoslav production. In other words, since it was 
acceptable to screen Hollywood westerns, ‗film noir‘ productions and romantic comedies, 
and European urban dramas and comedies, it was increasingly difficult to stop Yugoslav 
filmmakers learning from and using such film narratives, aesthetic values and production 
methods in their own works. Additionally, these imported films were also important for 
Yugoslav filmmakers because they were both a competition for their own works and 
provided lessons for them in how they might construct their own attempts to achieve 
commercial success. The result was a film production sector that engaged in hybrid forms 
such as the western-influenced ‗Partizan war films‘ and urban dramas and comedies, which 
were successful despite criticism by Party officials and ideologues (Pavičić 2008). The 
import and exploitation of commercial foreign films has thus significantly influenced the 
development of Yugoslavia‘s own cinematic production and not only its film market, thereby 
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moving the conclusions offered by this thesis beyond the simple correction of historical 
record and into the context of development of Yugoslav cinema in general.  
 
A common claim among the historians of Yugoslav film industry is that commercial 
motives behind industry policy became important only in the aftermath of Yugoslavia‘s break 
with the USSR in 1948-1949. Thus, even Ranković, who notes the existence of economic 
motives of film import, distribution and exhibition in the earlier period between 1944-1948, 
tends to downplay them and emphasize the official rhetoric of film as ideo-political tool:  
 
In 1950 the question of rentability, that is, commercialisation is posed 
seriously, which was not the case hitherto, since cinematography was 
treated as an instrument for cultural-educational and artistic 
endeavour. The rentability of cinematography was considered not just 
in production but also distribution and especially in exploitation of 
films. (2004: 64) 
 
As we shall see throughout the thesis, I will argue that commercial motives co-existed with 
ideo-political, cultural, educational and artistic ones in a type of institutional symbioses, and 
have done so from the very beginning. The authorities may have not acknowledged this 
rhetorically, but they have always had to deal with the fact that commercial Western films 
were needed in order to bring audiences into cinemas for viewing the propaganda material 
screened before the shows and for making profits necessary for funding other parts of film 
policy, including import, production and screening of more ideo-politically acceptable films. 
Therefore, we need to give commercialism its rightful place in the analysis, starting from the 
very first shows screened in post-WWII Yugoslavia. 
    
To avoid repeating the simplifications and limited focus of the traditional film 
scholarship on East European and Socialist film, and following more complex recent 
scholarship, this thesis will address the industrial and economic aspects of the Yugoslav film 
industry, including the place of commercialism in it. Importantly, this focus shall be applied 
on the period before the break with the USSR as well as during and after it. It will consider 
the policies designed to develop and manage the film industry; the problems and obstacles 
those developing and implementing these policies faced; the material context within which 
the film industry and policy making developed; and the relations between and within the 
50 
 
sectors of the industry, sectors of the government and filmmaker groups. It will be informed 
by an understanding that the Socialist State, along with its political concerns, sought like its 
Western counterparts to create a commercial and economically viable film industry but did so 
on ‗Socialist‘ terms. Consequently, we shall not be focussing in this thesis on either ‗artistic 
freedoms‘ or ‗truth in filmmaking‘. 
 
 
The Importance of import, distribution and exhibition sector 
A related characteristic of film scholarship on Yugoslav and Eastern European cinema more 
generally is the lack of sustained attention to complexities of film import, distribution and 
exhibition. When considered, these are often used as a fill-in illustration of some other point 
being made about film production, official attitudes or the role of the State. The culture and 
arts sector in general, and film import sector in particular, are similarly described as 
expressions of the larger Foreign Relations of the day. This is symptomatic even in 
scholarship that focusses more closely on import, distribution and exhibition setors. For 
example, Janjetović argues that the ―prerequisite for changes in the sphere of culture was 
Yugoslavia‘s turn to West‖ (Janjetović 2011: 41). Further he claims that before the ‗turn‘ the 
initial post-war years of ―close cooperation‖ with the Soviets, ―the only American films that 
could find favour with the Yugoslav film critics were those critical of American capitalism 
like The Grapes of Wrath (1943)‖ (Janjetović 2011: 180).   
 
I shall argue that the links between foreign relations and film market were much 
more complex. Socialist Yugoslavia started screening Western (American included) films in 
1944, even as fighting was still going on in the capital, and it never stopped importing, 
distributing and exhibiting them. Beginning in 1944, there has never been a year without a 
significant presence of Western films in Yugoslav cinemas. Despite the box office record it 
has been argued that the domination of Western, especially American films at the Yugoslav 
Box Office started after and because of the Yugoslav break with the USSR in 1948-49. The 
external shock and its political-ideological consequences supposedly resulted in the openness 
of Yugoslav market to Western films. The dominant narrative about the Yugoslav film 
industry exaggerates and misconceives the role of foreign relations: it focuses on the overall 
Political Relations among States rather than the foreign relations between and among film 
industries.  
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By taking this standpoint it is possible to see that those administering the Yugoslav 
film industry had to have motives and principles of action other than that of their being ‗pro-
Soviet dogma‘ in the importation, distribution and exhibition sectors. It is one of the tasks of 
this thesis to reconstruct and analyse these motives and the various interests shaping the 
institutions, sectors, and resulting outcomes. As I shall show, economic interests were the 
dominant driver of these film industry developments.  
 
Such economic interests, however, have been largely ignored by studies focussing 
on ideology and the great shock/crisis as the main explanations of developments taking place 
in the import, distribution and exhibition sectors. In his study of the Yugoslav cinema, 
Goulding thus describes ―a progressive opening of Yugoslavia to cultural and artistic 
influences from the West‖ (2002: 32). Goulding, following Yugoslav film historian 
Kosanović, cites that in the second half of 1940s Soviet films dominated the Yugoslav film 
market, with Western film imports reduced to a ‗trickle‘. This is illustrated with the fact that 
in the period 1944-1949 there were 220 Soviet imports and only 30 American imports in the 
period (Goulding 2002:37, 235). Some contemporary Serbian film scholars and sociologists 
(Dević 2002, Janjetović 2011, Miloradović 2000, 2012, Vučetić 2012, Paramentić 1995) 
draw similar conclusions. The American film was given a ―new chance‖ in Yugoslavia only 
―after the conflict with the Soviet Union in 1948‖ and thus in October 1948 Eric Johnston, 
the MPEA president, visited Yugoslavia and signed a film import contract with Tito (Vučetić 
2012: 86-87): ―suddenly, Holywood propaganda became desirable in Yugoslavia, because 
Yugoslav authorities, by opening doors to American film, sent a message to the world about a 
drastic change in its internal set-up in the direction of democratization‖ (Vučetić 2012: 87-
88). Miloradović also concludes that Soviet films had enjoyed a ―convincing superiority‖ 
until the end of 1940s when it lost primacy due to a ―political decision‖ as a result of the 
break with the USSR (2012: 316). Ultimately, the narrative is of a Soviet dominated box 
office from 1944 until the Yugo-Soviet rift broke out in 1948 which liberalised film import 
and opened up Yugoslavia to the West. Incomplete statistics are used in such a way that they 
support an unbalanced picture of the Western presence in the Yugoslav film market.  
 
A more nuanced interpretation is possible once these statistics are combined with 
other data sources to indicate somewhat different outcomes than these ‗official‘ statistics 
initially reveal. First, there were over 70 American films confiscated at the end of the war and 
screened in subsequent years around the country to significant audiences. While these were 
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not technically imports (the Yugoslav authorities later did classify them as such but did not 
record them as film imports in these years because they were already in the country), they do 
raise the number of American films screened in Yugoslavia 1944-49 to a more respectable 
100 plus films.  
 
Interestingly, in the new historiography of Yugoslav film industry the acquisition of 
confiscated Western films in 1944 and 1945 is commonly identified as import by those 
researchers that do not ignore their exploitation (Dević 2002: 19, Janjetović 2011: 32, 
Vučetić 2012: 85). However these scholars use these films to argue that a lack of Western 
film import on such a scale in subsequent years constitutes a proof of Sovietization of 
Yugoslav film policy and a turn away from the Western production. For example, Dević 
argues that: 
 
Despite great popularity of American and West European films, they 
were consciously suppressed, and mostly censored, and censorship 
declared them as propagandistic, political, reactionary, tasteless, 
without ideas, and damaging. The mere fact that in 1945, 116 of such 
films were imported and in 1947 only 28 speaks for itself. (2002: 35) 
 
 Dević‘s import statistics include the confiscated films. However, I argue that this is 
wrongheaded. It is more appropriate to treat these confiscations not as imports but as an 
exceptional event used to opportunistic purposes. It is not, pace Dević, a proof of more 
dogmatic and Sovietized system in 1947 compared to a ‖more liberal approach to screening‖ 
in 1944 and 1945 (2002: 118). The fall in the number of Western films in Yugoslav film 
market in the period between 1946 and late 1948, as we shall see in later chapters, was the 
result of the combination of exhaustation of confiscated films and the inability of Yugoslavia 
to acquire enough American and other Western films in 1946 and 1947, mainly due to 
boycott of Yugoslav market by the MPEA and steep prices of British films in conditions of 
economic scarcity. Therefore, the change in box office and subsequent low (but still 
significant) market share of Western and especially American films should not be taken as 
proof of a supposedly dogmatic attitude of Yugoslav authorities towards Western film 
products, often despite the rhetoric of these very authorities.  
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Further, the high number of Soviet films was not just a consequence of the 
ideological and political leanings of the new Yugoslav authorities, but was also a 
consequence of there being a large pool of Soviet films available to Yugoslav authorities in 
1944 because such films had been prohibited before and during the war. These included a 
number of popular and more commercially oriented films.  
 
Third, as mentioned above, it was not the Yugoslav authorities that were resistant to 
the importation of American films but the Americans themselves. American film imports had 
been made difficult by an MPEA boycott and the protracted period of negotiation involved in 
removing it. However, some American ‗independent‘ film companies outside of the MPEA 
sold those 30 odd American films to Yugoslavia (and to Czechoslovakia and other 
Communist countries). Therefore, we should be talking about the Hollywood majors‘ 
‗opening up‘ to the Yugoslav film market in 1948, rather than Yugoslav monopoly importer 
being previously ‗closed‘ to business with the West suddenly opening up to it. Furthermore 
the Yugoslav authorities imported films from a number of other Western countries (Britain, 
France and Italy) bringing total number of film imports from Western (not just American) as 
opposed to Communist sources to as many as 255 films (including the confiscated films). 
This is hardly a trickle (Volk 1977, Miloradović 2012: 316-17).  
 
This resulted in a Yugoslav box office where Western films actually had a small 
advantage over Soviet/Communist ones, at least until 1947, when the pool of confiscated 
Hollywood films was exhausted and agreement with the MPEA stalled. In 1947 and 1948, the 
Soviet cinema took over the Yugoslav box office, with Western films reduced to about a 
quarter of the market. However, by the end of 1948 the MPEA had begun to sell films to 
Yugoslav monopolist importer. Importantly then, the contract between Yugoslav authorities 
and the MPEA should not be taken as an illustration of supposed turn away from the USSR 
and to the West, since the contract was similar to one made by the MPEA and the USSR a 
few days earlier. When MPEA‘s films came in for exploitation Western films immediately 
bounced back to take 43% of the box office in 1949, and 68% in 1950, and never 
relinquished their position of dominance after that. The arguments about the start of a 
significant Western presence in the Yugoslav box office have to be dated back to the period 
before the great external Crisis leading to the break with the USSR. Furthermore, the 
variation in that presence in this period has been shaped by trade relations with the MPEA 
and financial conditions, rather than changes in political relations with the USSR. Therefore, 
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the Crisis is rejected as a point of emergence of the institutions that led to the Western 
dominance of the Yugoslav box office. 
 
As far as Yugoslav film audiences were concerned, the door to ―cultural and artistic 
influences from the West‖ was never closed. One could forgive Goulding and others for 
coming to a different conclusion about the period as even the administrators of the Yugoslav 
film industry were publicly arguing—and found it in their interests to argue—that their 
industry was Soviet-dominated (see, for example, the statements by Aleksandar Vučo, the 
Federal Director of the Committee for Cinematography in Goulding 2002:8-9, or Đilas 
1985:81). As we shall see throughout this thesis, however, the economic interests were 
dominant over ideological concerns in practice if not in rhetoric.  
 
 
Internationalisation of the cinema 
The film scholarship on Yugoslav cinema has tended to miss important aspects of the 
internationalisation of cinema. True, there have been analyses of the links between the 
different Western and Eastern European cinema movements such as, on the one hand, such as 
Italian neo-realism, British social realism and French New Wave and, on the other hand, 
Polish, Czechoslovakian, Hungarian and Yugoslav ‗new film‘ movements (Goulding 
1998:472). However, the ordinary links between the Eastern European national film 
industries, their film markets, cinema exhibitors and audiences and the Hollywood- and 
Western European-dominated international film industry and market system at this time is not 
considered. As a consequence the effects of global film production and distribution trends on 
the Yugoslav film market are rarely considered in the available literature on Yugoslav film 
industry as in other Eastern European film industries.  
 
However, the global film industry is, at all times, a significant material circumstance 
or context for any national film industry no matter whether it is Communist or Capitalist. The 
film industry is an international industry and there are a few markets that are self-sufficient. 
Yugoslav film industry can therefore not be understood without consideration of the global 
situation. Therefore, if we conceptualize national cinemas as O‘Regan suggests we should as 
manifestations of rather than alternatives to internationalisation, we can argue with Kristin 
Thompson that historians should  
 
55 
 
Be aware that few national cinema industries operate in isolation, through 
foreign investment, competition and other types of influence, outside factors 
will almost invariably affect any given national cinema. Such effects have 
implications for most types of historical study – whether of film style, 
industry working, government policy, technology change or social 
implications. (1985: 168)  
  
Consequently we need to take into account the size, quality and the type of production 
available in specific countries for export and the prices and contract types favoured by both 
mainstream and alternative distributors in their export. These broader circumstances are 
important to understanding the strategies of film import and distribution in 1940s Yugoslavia. 
An aspect of this dimension of the international character of the film industry has recently 
been explored by the Croatian film scholar Jurica Pavičić in his analysis of the Yugoslav 
cinema of the 1950s. Pavičić usefully shows how during the 1950s the Yugoslav cinema was 
gradually achieving Western ―technologies and know-how within the political framework of 
Communist society‖ and specifically acquiring the Western ―classic narrative style‖ (Pavičić 
2008: 19). The result of this process was a hybrid of filmmaking, a sort of a Socialist action 
genre that achieved commercial success at home and abroad. 
 
More important than these aspects of transfer of film production norms, technologies 
and know-how for this thesis are the developing relations between, on the one hand, the 
Hollywood Majors as represented by the MPEA, the US Government, and, on the other hand 
the MPEA‘s European markets and their Governments. The MPEA‘s initial boycott of 
‗monopolistic‘ markets and their insistence on profit-sharing contracts and dollar payments 
affected the box office in all those countries. So too when the boycott was withdrawn and the 
US Government compensated MPEA members for their financial losses in selling to Eastern 
European markets, various Eastern European cinema market were significantly transformed. 
A consideration of these aspects of the international film market assists us in establishing a 
better understanding of the importance of Yugoslav film import and exploitation policy to its 
film industry and Socialist policy makers.  
 
Hjort and Petrie also acknowledge the relationships between different levels of global 
film market when they observe that the cinemas of small nations are small in relation to 
cinemas of large nations. Rather than simply focussing on American cinematic imperialism, 
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however, the concept helps to discover ―ways in which subnational, national, international, 
transnational, regional and global forces dovetail and compete in the sphere of cinema‖ 
(2007: 2). We should, for example, acknowledge the developments in Yugoslav film import 
policy and practice that were affected by ideo-political and cultural preference for Soviet 
(transnational forces) and other ‗Socialist‘ and ‗Third World‘ (regional, international) film 
products and economic and market based preference for American and other Western 
productions (global). The diversity of economic arrangements in Yugoslav film trade 
illustrates the structures of global film trade. Thus, the import of non-Western films 
facilitated the deals of reciprocity with the nations of origin of these films, resulting in access 
to foreign markets for Yugoslav films. On the other hand, American and Western European 
film imports were based on commercial imperatives, albeit with State subsidies for American 
imports established for political reasons by the US Government from 1952. These competing 
forces resulted in a film market with a strong presence of ‗commercial‘ Western productions 
along the ‗Socialist‘ films, but also those of other cinemas, such as Mexican and East Asian. 
In terms of development of film culture, Yugoslav audiences had access to ‗commercial‘, 
‗critical‘ and ‗art‘ film; and these by ‗Western‘, ‗Socialist‘ and post-colonial ‗World Cinema‘ 
producers, resulting in a film market marked by diversity of offer, and a truly 
internationalized film culture. There are no filmmaking regions of the world that failed to 
leave a mark on Yugoslav film audience and thus on Yugoslav popular culture. We should 
therefore note that the structures of import, distribution and exhibition of foreign films in 
Yugoslavia were important not only for their own sake but also for our understanding of 
development of the national film production industry, film culture and popular culture in 
general.  
 
Until recently the mainstream of film analysis of post-war Yugoslavia has not 
properly taken into account the significance of Hollywood, other Western and Soviet film 
distribution and export policy upon the Yugoslav film industry—exhibition, distribution and 
production. This is because it has mostly been concerned with trajectories of filmmaking - 
particularly filmmaking with artistic and humanistic values and trajectories of film censorship 
interposing itself between audiences and the films they watch within the nation. This has 
tended to prioritise the conflict between the State and Artist in film making and between the 
State and audience when import, distribution and exhibition is considered. This kind of 
deterministic analysis of the role of the State foregrounds the ideological dimension of film 
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policy and of resistances to it, but tends to neglect economic and industrial aspects. It sees the 
exercise of macro-level capital F Foreign Policy not industry-scale small f foreign relations 
within the movie industry. This has led to the neglect of both the international context, and 
distribution and exhibition sectors, and recognition of the industrial and commercial character 
of much of the production undertaken. It has led to simplistic and incomplete explanations for 
the evolution of Yugoslav film industry. There is a need following Pavičić and Iordanova to 
analytically ‗open up‘ of Eastern European and Yugoslav film studies to a wider range of 
factors, including structural factors related to the film industry and its markets. Of course, 
these industrial and other economic factors local to the film industry do not shape the film 
industry of their own accord. Indeed, sometimes they take a back seat in the causation order. 
But ignoring them leads to deterministic narratives.  
 
By looking at the films in release rather than the films being imported to Yugoslavia, 
for example, it is possible to arrive at a view of the Yugoslav film market which is 
diametrically opposite to that given in traditional accounts of the film industry based on 
formal import records. There were, in fact, plenty of commercial Western films in exhibition 
in the early years of the Socialist regime. Furthermore such films secured a significant part of 
the Yugoslav box office alongside Soviet films. So too among the films screened were many 
―commercial‖ films. Such films were seen as important ‗bait‘ to attract an audience for the 
limited propaganda product of the Yugoslav film industry!  
 
To the thesis‘s main question of ―how and why did the Yugoslav post-war film 
industry evolve in a manner so different to its original plans?‖ we can add the subsidiary 
questions of ―what would happen if we re-examined this critical period in the former 
Yugoslavia‘s film industry and wrote in the significance to it of specifically film industry 
developments?‖ By examining these industry developments alongside policy, political and 
larger economic developments it is possible to cast a very different light on this period of the 
former Yugoslavia‘s film industry development. Let us now turn our attention more 
specifically to Yugoslav film historiography and the central role the Crisis of 1948-9 plays 
within it.  
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The Crisis in Yugoslav Film Historiography 
As noted in the Introduction the film studies literature on post-war film industry in 
Yugoslavia—whether it is part of the new historiography or part of the older historiographies 
(produced immediately after the breakup or during the Socialist period)—tend to explain the 
industry‘s transformation between 1945 and 1960s as a result of the external shocks caused 
by the Yugo-Soviet rift of 1948-49 (Vučetić 2012, Janjetović 2011, Goulding 2002, Horton 
1985, Miloradović 2012, Dević 2002, Ranković 2004, Kosanović 1995, Paramentić 1995). 
This story, as we noted earlier, goes as follows: allegedly, before and during the crisis, the 
Yugoslav film industry was a strictly centralised, State-controlled and dominated by Socialist 
(even Stalinist) ideology in production, distribution and exhibition alike with Soviet films the 
prevailing fare and Western films barely being screened. The crisis then changed all this. It 
resulted in a newfound friendship and cooperation between Yugoslavia and the West as 
Yugoslavia ‗opened up‘ in the early 1950s to Western art and cultural products and adopted 
Western models of film organization. Hollywood films then took over the Yugoslav box 
office. Commercial Western aesthetic values and styles of filmmaking started to infiltrate 
Yugoslav production processes. Western modes of organizing production were adopted as 
filmworkers came to be employed on a project by project, freelance basis. The film industry 
thus adopted a more de-centralised and less centralised form as not only independent film 
companies emerged but as Republican film agencies took over from Federal agencies in the 
production of feature films and other films.  
 
Yugoslav film industry development and transformation is understood here to be 
significantly different before and after the Crisis as a Stalinist Socialist mode of production 
and industry development is dramatically succeeded by more Western-oriented models of 
production and industry development. Film historians have consequently seen (and 
assembled evidence to show) a schismatic and dramatic media transformation within the 
Yugoslav film industry caused by the political Crisis.  
 
But these notions depend upon a form of explanation with respect to Eastern 
European States and their conduct of socialism that sees macro-level political change, in this 
case in the conduct of Yugoslav‘s foreign relations and its repositioning in the world, as 
causing specific and politically directed changes in the shape and form of, and decisions 
taken within, particular localised industries like the Yugoslav film industry. This tends to 
assume that the offices of the central State are capable of directly shaping economic affairs in 
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a coordinated top-down fashion. Film industry development and transformation is then seen 
to owe itself to largely exogenous political factors. Consequently film industry development 
can appear to be unrelated to immediate film industry needs and State of development with 
its ordinary concerns for production, exhibition, distribution, film licensing, film import and 
export.  
 
Like analysts of Eastern European Socialist States more generally, Eastern European 
film historians in general and Yugoslav film historians in particular have tended to buy into 
the Socialist State‘s publicity of and for itself as a command economy in which local 
economic considerations and circumstances in particular industries are not seen to be capable 
of exercising any significant shaping influence over political and ideological considerations 
including central State policy making. Instead capital P Political and ideological 
considerations are seen to rule across economic, social and cultural life in a directed and top-
down fashion. This tends to create a simplified and monolithic view of the Socialist State and 
downplay any consideration of Socialist State as itself hostage to local and industry-specific 
economic considerations in the exercise of its industry policy. This has had the effect of if not 
ruling out then creating a hierarchy of attentions which subordinate lower level, improvised 
and pragmatic decision-making of officials and industry players to meet difficult film 
industry economic development needs to larger Political priorities and ends. Such ‗local‘ 
decision-making tends therefore to be seen as a consequence of rather than a player in 
shaping film industry development. The critical player is always the political command and 
control actions of the central State and its foreign relations dealings.  
 
We might note that this account is significantly at odds, as we have seen above, with 
contemporary film studies and political economy approaches to the cinema (developed 
above) and with elements of political theory (developed in the next chapter). In these Western 
film histories and political economy accounts endogenous factors internal to the film industry 
and its development are seen to play a critical and shaping role. Rather than suppose that 
Western Capitalist and Eastern European Socialist regimes are entirely different in matters of 
film industry development this suggests that Eastern European film historians have paid 
insufficient attention to these endogenous factors in their discussion of film history under 
socialism. This would mean considering in Yugoslavia‘s case the impact upon film industry 
development of local conditions and international circumstances of cinema supply and 
demand, the capabilities of the Yugoslav production industry, audience film preferences, the 
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pragmatic decisions needing to be taken to extend cinema exhibition nationally, and the 
impact of ‗lower level‘ State concerns such as the need to exercise currency controls to keep 
‗in country‘ much needed dollars from film exhibition at a time of urgent post-war 
reconstruction. In short this would entail normalising the Yugoslav Socialist film industry, 
and by extension the broader Eastern film industry milieu, by considering those elements 
which it shared with other European film industries at this time.  
 
The conventional account of the Yugoslav film industry will be shown, over the 
course of this thesis, to have misunderstood both the nature of the period before the Crisis 
and the effects of the Crisis. Later chapters will show that a centralised film industry based on 
a Stalinist version of the Soviet model was at best only partially—and then very weakly—
institutionalized. Indeed the record shows those attempting to institutionalize it faced 
significant obstacles and opposition which thwarted the effective institutionalization of a 
Stalinist model. They were readily sidestepped and outmanoeuvred. Second, economic 
interests were strong and cast a long shadow over the kinds of political decisions that were 
taken over the organisation of the film industry and its orientation. Yugoslav authorities did 
not want to spend scarce governmental finances in difficult times on the film industry when, 
with the pursuit of commercial ends in exhibition and distribution it could pay its way. 
Ideological considerations were still important and even dominant in this early period of 
Socialist Yugoslavia but they interacted with local film industrial conditions and commercial 
orientations—entering into dialogue with them over film industry sustainability.  
 
So too de-centralisation at the political level was already strongly developed before 
the Crisis gave it additional impetus. I will show how, at several key points in the years 
preceding the Crisis, agents in favour of de-centralisation proved adept at not only effectively 
countering weak attempts at centralisation but also ensured that the basic building blocks of 
de-centralisation were forged. Indeed the film industry was never fully centralised to begin 
with. By helping intensify existing de-centralising processes, the Crisis did not constitute a 
new ‗turn‘ in the Yugoslav film industry. The evolution of the Yugoslav film industry is 
therefore best seen as a story of a complex and gradual process of de-centralisation and 
commercialisation which began soon after the formation of the new Socialist Yugoslav State 
and was well in train well before the crisis. The crisis did not cause this de-centralisation and 
commercialisation. Rather it legitimated existing developments and tendencies by providing a 
convenient narrative image for activities and plans already underway. Yugoslav film industry 
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development is, therefore, best seen as a complex and gradual development and 
intensification of certain kinds of decision-making taken to meet particular and local exigent 
needs of ―getting up‖ a Yugoslav film industry but which, in their turn, created directions for 
the future development of the Yugoslav film industry in which de-centralisation and 
commercialisation could, over time, become its key features.  
 
What the Crisis did do for the ‗official histories‘ the Yugoslav state came to later tell 
was to provide a convenient hook to create a new narrative and history for the Yugoslav film 
industry consonant with both post-Crisis policy making, State political identity, foreign 
policy realignment and concurrent film industry development and policy making. Film 
historians have too long taken the lead from this official history.  We need, like Pavičić, to 
break with this ‗official history‘ and to illuminate it not as the key to the history but as a use 
of history for particular ideological and political ends.  
 
 
 
Conclusion 
This chapter has argued for a re-appraisal of the critical period leading up to, during and 
subsequent to the Crisis of 1948-9. In particular it has argued that Yugoslav post-war film 
scholarship can usefully adopt the complex and multifaceted accounts of national cinema and 
Hollywood film history approaches, the new cinema history focus upon exhibition, 
distribution and historical audiences, and the Marxist political economy focus on the 
economic dimension and its relation to other spheres and sectors. I have shown how the much 
of the existing historiography of the Yugoslav and Eastern European filmmaking and film 
industry entail a particular approach to Yugoslav socialism and its history which frames the 
Crisis in ways that downplay and occlude other, more ordinary aspects, of film making and 
film exhibition and distribution. However through the work of scholars like Pavičić and 
Iordanova and by undertaking a research program which re-interprets the period immediately 
following the Second World War in the light of contemporary film studies and its emphases 
upon the complex interaction of culture, economics and society and the signal importance of 
exhibition and distribution and audiences, I hope to come to conclusions somewhat different 
to those commonly advanced. The empirical chapters (4-8) of this thesis will show the value 
of these alternative approaches to illuminating film industry and filmmaking in the former 
Yugoslavia.  
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In this thesis I aim to give a more complete picture by analysing the economic 
organisation of the film industry alongside the analysis of ideological, commercial, and 
artistic streams of film‘s production, circulation, consumption and appreciation. It will not 
assume an omnipotent and dogmatic State. It will not assume that external shocks are the 
main cause of changes in the Yugoslav film industry. Rather it will allow for the possibility 
of a complex and gradual evolution.  
 
In order to bring this balance into the analysis, this thesis will incorporate some 
recent contributions from the institutional analysis of political economy which are consonant 
with, and supplementary to, the film studies approaches recommended in this chapter. 
Institutional analysis—and most particularly new institutionalist perspectives within it—
provide an appropriate theoretical framework from which to understand the role of the State 
in general and the role of the Yugoslav State in particular. Its approach towards State 
formation and development usefully centres evolutionary and incremental understandings of 
institutions, their formation, and complexification. This is a particularly useful and apposite 
perspective given the central role of the State in its various manifestations to the form and 
social organisation of society, industry and culture in the Socialist countries of Eastern and 
Central Europe during the Soviet period.  
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Chapter 3 
 
 
 
 
 
Towards an Institutional Study of the Yugoslav Film industry  
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
In this chapter I will argue for the use of political institutional theory—and in particular the 
new institutionalism—in the study of the Yugoslav film industry. I do so to provide 
additional theoretical and analytical ballast to those film studies approaches that take into 
account structural, industrial and economic factors. Political science institutional theory is 
useful in explaining both the complexity of the Yugoslav film industry and the operations of 
the Yugoslav State and its policies with respect to the film industry. The ‗New 
Institutionalism‘ in particular is well-suited to account for the complex and gradual evolution 
of the Yugoslav film industry that the empirical record reveals.  
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The contribution of institutional analysis 
 ‗New Institutionalism‘ is itself a response within political science to the behavioralist and 
rational choice theories that emerged in the 1980s. Against what its practitioners saw as the 
too narrow focus on political inputs in rational choice theory, the new institutionalism 
emphasised the mediating role of the institutional context in which events occur (Hay 2002: 
10-15). In this account, institutions matter because they affect political behaviour. Any actor 
that wishes to impose change of whatever kind inevitably has to negotiate the institutional 
context in which he/she/it acts. The issue of social and political change is important therefore 
for both ‗progressive‘ and ‗conservative‘ actors and analysts alike. The former want to 
change the prevalent conditions while the latter wish to preserve them. Therefore, they both 
seek knowledge of the institutional context and how actors engage with it.  
 
The contribution of new nstitutional analysis to this thesis is two-fold. First, its 
attention to the history and trajectory of institutions makes issues of timing, sequence and 
temporality important to understanding the context in which the Yugoslav film industry 
developed. It focuses analytical attention on the precise role changing relations among the 
various factors played in shaping film industry development and the strategies adopted for 
its development. As we shall see in later chapters, Yugoslav import and exploitation of 
foreign films and Yugoslavia‘s foreign relations after WWII reveal a balanced, flexible and 
commercially-minded film distribution and exhibition industry. Yet much of the industry 
and government‘s own rhetoric at the time was based on ideo-political logics of Socialism 
and suggests otherwise. Furthermore, the attention to timing and detail reveals the Yugoslav 
film industry had never been institutionalized along centralised, Stalinist lines. While there 
was clearly an aspiration to do so at the end of and immediately after WWII an attention to 
institutions and their logics of action shows that commercialism was, in fact, a constant and 
essential feature of the film industry in Yugoslavia, despite accounts that highlight only 
ideological factors.  
 
Secondly, in focusing on dynamics of change and stability, the new institutional 
analysis provides us with tools to bring complexity to the analysis of the history of the 
Yugoslav film industry. As we have already noted, changes in the Yugoslav film industry in 
the late 1940s and early 1950s are often reported as being a direct consequence of the 
radical turn brought about by the abrupt external change of Yugoslavia‘s break with the 
Soviets. By contrast, new institutional theory encourages us to observe the complex 
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interaction between existing institutional arrangements and emergent institutions, including 
the many contingencies and irregularities that crop up through these interactions. By 
investigating the Yugoslav industry in this way I am able to show that rather than 
determinism and design operating these changes were characterized by gradualism, conflict 
and contingency, and were already in play before the break with the Soviet Union.  
 
The chapter will proceed as follows. Firstly I will examine how the new 
institutionalism models institutional change by comparing it to the alternative ‗punctuated 
equilibrium‘ and ‗punctuated evolution‘ models for change in political science. Second I 
will consider both models with regards to my case study of the Yugoslav film industry 
paying particular attention to the main institutionalist concepts such as path dependency, 
contingency and dominant logic. Finally I will conclude with the typology of gradual 
transformative change that will be adopted in this thesis.   
 
 
 
Institutional change and path dependency 
Institutional theory centres on the importance of institutions in social, cultural, economic and 
political life. It further understands institutions as possessing a path dependent character 
which helps explain both their longevity and directionality. Institutions are thus mechanisms 
for creating order in the economy (Streeck and Thelen 2005: 9-10; Pennington 2009: 13-40; 
Peters 1999: 18-19, 28-31). They affect behaviour of actors through the incentives and 
disincentives, opportunities and constraints they provide. Through repetition and routine, 
institutions become embedded and difficult to change. Actors become aware of the costs 
involved in attempts at social change and tend to avoid them. This in turn creates the scope 
for potentially stabilizing institutions and institutional action.  
 
The dominant themes in institutionalist literature have tended to be centred upon: 
the identification of patterns, order and disorder in the economy; the prominence given to 
institutional complementarities, consensus and conflict; and the importance of logics of 
action to their formation and subsequent development. Institutions therefore establish 
particular directions, pathways and orientations which, once adopted, can be difficult to 
shift—these are called its path dependencies. Institutions are thus seen as important 
mechanisms for achieving stability over time. Models of path dependency within the 
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institutionalist literature explain how institutional systems retain their essential 
characteristics over time by being perceived as too costly to transform, or by being 
perceived as ‗good enough‘. In other words, institutional systems tend to exhibit a 
‗satisficing‘ rather than any ‗optimizing‘ logics (Dobbin 2004).  
 
While most institutionalists start from this shared understanding of institution and 
path dependency they differ in terms of the weightings they give to consensus and conflict, 
order and disorder, dominant and subordinate logics of action, stability and instability within 
their understanding of institutions and their path dependent character. These differences are 
most manifest in the debate within contemporary institutional theory around the concept of 
change.  
 
In the conventional, older account of institutions the stress is upon the extent to 
which institutions thanks to their path dependent character enjoy periods of significant 
stability once an institutional order is established. By emphasizing structure, order, patterns, 
regularities, and complementarities which support and reinforce dominant logics institutions 
have an „institutional stickiness‟ about them. Such approaches describe long periods of 
continuity, limited degrees of freedom, and minor change in institutional systems (Crouch 
and Farell 2004; Capoccia and Kelemen 2007) followed by abrupt and schismatic change 
within the institutional system itself and its dominant logics of action. These accounts either 
implicitly or explicitly adopt a punctuated equilibrium model when explaining change.  
 
Due to its dedication to locating and supporting the sources of institutional stability, 
much institutionalist analysis is structuralist to the extent that it has problems in accounting 
for both transformative/significant change and change that is also incremental (Streeck and 
Thelen 2005: 4-9). Instead, these approaches emphasise the constraining influence and 
endurance of institutions, resulting in a conceptualisation of change that is both abrupt and 
radical if exogenous, or minor and adaptive if endogenous. The film scholarship on 
Yugoslavia implicitly exhibits both these tendencies, as illustrated by its ‗cyclical‘ model of 
film industry development in Socialist countries. It inflates the importance of the exogenous 
changes associated with the Soviet-Yugoslav Crisis while it underplays the significant 
endogenous changes effected over time due to incremental adaptive change resulting from the 
period before the Crisis.  
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By contrast the diachronic or evolutionary approaches to change of institutional 
systems adopted in this thesis stress the importance of pace, sequence and timing of change 
as significant empirical issues in institutional formation (Hay 2002:148-9). Thus, historical 
institutionalists (Hall and Taylor 1996, Hay 2002, Pierson 2003, Streeck and Thelen 2005, 
Crouch and Keune 2005), evolutionary economists (Hodgson 2000) and some neo-Marxists 
(Jessop 2007), see change as a complex and contingent process that does not necessarily fit 
with the phase-ist/stage-ist accounts of change that see change as abrupt and short events in 
an otherwise static system.  
 
This brings us to another important concept in the new institutionalist literature - 
contingency. It describes a phenomenon where a strong and enduring institution is a result of 
a number of small, even accidental events. Because the social world is complex and 
unpredictable, things sometimes become larger than their predicted destiny suggests. Thus, 
researchers have found that a relatively insignificant action may upon its exercise and later 
consequence become significant leading to unpredictable consequences and political 
developments in specific direction that are often not only unintended but are difficult to 
change. We will see that just this happened in the Yugoslav context with respect to Western 
films in exhibition and distribution. When a large cache of Western films were discovered, 
confiscated and then screened widely around the country this encouraged an institutional 
market reliance on Western films and the adoption of commercial logics in film exploitation. 
 
Additionally, new institutionalism stresses how institutions often emerge in a 
context where multiple factors create opportunities for change. Therefore, contingency often 
refers to the specific and historical context of complexity, in which the development of an 
institution is shaped by the opportunities and constraints that are available and in place, the 
often by chance openings, or the rare constellation of factors which can unexpectedly align at 
a specific moment in time. Not surprisingly, new institutionalist approaches when trying to 
explain institutional developments centre on history, timing and sequence. Their attention to 
detail with its consequent ‗thick description‘ character is a result of its focus on contingency 
and the path dependency of institutions. Combined with path dependency, contingent events 
can create important features of an institutional setup, and even primary features of general 
societal institutional order. The concept of contingency has also been developed into an 
analytical tool that allows alternative models for explaining change.  
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Revolutionary and Evolutionary approaches to Change and the case of Yugoslav film 
industry 
As I have started to indicate above, not every institutional approach will do for our purposes 
here. Some of them would implicitly support much of the mainstream film scholarship on the 
subject I have already criticised. For example, the identification of ‗cycles‘ or periods of 
‗liberation‘ and ‗suppression‘ of film in much of the scholarship on in the film industry in 
Socialist countries corresponds with a „punctuated equilibrium‟ model in institutional theory. 
In this model, history is divided into stages or phases of stability that are occasionally 
interrupted by a shock or crisis of some kind resulting in dramatic and quick change (Hay 
2002: 156-163, Peters 1999: 68). Punctuated equilibrium analytical models posit the 
relatively long periods of institutional stasis punctuated by moments of crisis in which 
significant change is possible, resulting in a new equilibrium being achieved after the crisis 
has passed. In the case of the Yugoslav film industry itself, it is the break with the USSR—
the Crisis that resulted in the older order of a centralised Stalinist and Soviet modelled film 
industry and filmmaking being replaced by a decentralised, Western tilting and commercially 
influenced model of the film industry.  
 
As will be argued in this thesis, however, the general socio-economic and political 
reforms associated with the Crisis were transformative and significant. But the application of 
these reforms to the field of film industry, however, was neither abrupt nor deterministic. 
First of all, they did not constitute a break with the principles that had shaped the industry up 
to that point. The speed and scope of existing tendencies, such as the de-centralisation of the 
film industry and commercialisation of the box office, were, however, affected and 
accelerated. But there was no change of the essential institutional features as a direct 
consequence of the Crisis.  
 
There were, however, significant changes in the film industry that occurred due to 
the general socio-economic and political transformation generated by the Crisis. Most of this 
significant change, however, occurred due to the operation of new, additional institutions 
whose actions led to consequences significantly different from those intended by their 
creators. There was then a significant post-Crisis change within the film industry, but it came 
from the contingency and complexity associated with institutional change best described by 
more evolutionary institutional accounts. It was not a straightforward, direct effect of the 
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general transformation. An example of this is the establishment of ‗independent‘ film 
production enterprises in mid-1950s, which occurred as a by-product of a set of contingent 
policy decisions taken on grounds other than to support the development of independent film 
production enterprises.  
 
New institutional perspectives enable us to see how in relying (albeit implicitly) on a 
version of the punctuated equilibrium and crisis models for analysing change film scholars 
have neglected the links between the modest and minor institutional changes that actually 
shape the evolution of the film industry. But if the focus is shifted to these incremental 
changes themselves then it is possible to recognize that a „punctuated evolution‟ model for 
explaining change is preferable.  
 
(Historical) institutionalists have started to replace the model of ‘punctuated 
equilibrium‘ with the model of „punctuated evolution‟ in recent years because it better 
describes these sorts of processes of change. In this model periods of gradual change are 
punctuated by events that change the pace and/or direction of change (Hay 2002:162-3). This 
model acknowledges a common observation about the dynamics of change in the real world: 
that is, that things change all the time, crises or not. Institutions are always contested by 
agents who attempt to impose their own interests and ideas, or by challenges stemming from 
changes in the environment. At other times institutions are faced with contingent, unexpected 
and emerging changes. To survive, they must constantly evolve to avoid, blunt, or meet such 
challenges. 
 
The concept of punctuated evolution also questions whether notable crises in 
themselves produce change. In this account it is insufficient to just pay attention to those 
changes that can be observed after a crisis. Rather changes before a crisis need to be taken 
into account in case elements and logics critical to reconfiguring the institutional order were 
well in train before the crisis. This allows researchers to trace historical developments to 
some less dramatic and deterministic beginnings, creating a more complex and contingent 
view of society and governance. Consequently, while persistence is synonymous with the 
absence of revolutionary or abrupt change, this is not to say that persistence means a lack of 
any change. The new institutionalism therefore suggests that a crisis is likely to affect the 
pace of an already existing change rather than fundamentally create that change. Crises then 
are not so much moments that separate supposedly stable stages in social development of a 
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given entity but as moments which lend weight to and sometimes facilitate the supplanting of 
dominant logics of action and interests by what had been subordinate locations of action and 
interest.    
 
According to the ‗punctuated evolution‘ model, institutions do not remain ‗stable‘ in 
the sense meant by equilibrium models. Rather, they are always constantly evolving. Indeed 
we could say that they endure by evolving. This is due largely to the complexity of 
institutional systems: they are usually characterized by irregularities, contradictions and 
inconsistencies (Crouch and Farrell 2004:33). Consequently, within the system there may be 
several sometimes contradictory or competing institutional and ideational orders, each with 
its own ‗logic of appropriateness‘ (Lieberman 2002:701-2) or ‗logic of action‘ (Thelen and 
Streeck 2005: 18). The ‗logic of action‘ is defined as a general orientation of actors that 
―operates like a ‗meta-rule‘ governing the interpretation of a given structure of institutional 
constraints and opportunities‖ (Thelen and Streeck 2005: 18). Importantly, a logic of action is 
not specific enough to be taken for granted; it gives actors a general direction rather than a 
step-by-step guide or a precise recipe.   
 
Usually institutional systems exhibit a dominant logic, but they are by no means 
intolerant of other logics or necessarily dogmatic in the exercise of this logic. Different 
institutions and ideas often co-exist in balance with each other for a relatively long time. 
However, institutions and relations between them are also in constant evolution, which can 
result in new contingencies, new balances of power and subsequently in transformative or 
significant change. When actors switch from one logic of action to another, a transformative 
change may be achieved (Thelen and Streeck 2005: 18). This may occur gradually and with 
agents as prime movers. For example, as logics of action are not fixed to specific institutional 
structures ―enterprising actors often have enough ‗play‘ to test new behaviours inside old 
institutions, perhaps in response to new and as yet incompletely understood conditions, and 
encourage other actors to behave accordingly‖ (Thelen and Streeck 2005: 18).   
 
Some challenges to the dominant logic are more influential than others. Institutional 
systems are often capable of avoiding or absorbing challenges, even those posed by a grand 
transformation or crisis. Their ability to do so determines their persistence. At other times, a 
challenge is successful and the dominant logic is defeated and/or replaced. Such challenges 
are sometimes direct and immediate effects of some moment of crisis or shock. Sometimes, 
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they are a result of a gradual process in which challenges of those dramatic periods play a 
more or less significant but secondary role (Streeck and Thelen 2005: 18). In either case, the 
model of ‗punctuated evolution‘ is, as I will show, the appropriate framework for the analysis 
of institutions such as the Yugoslav film industry.  
 
 
 
New Institutionalism’s Typology of change 
New institutionalism has developed a useful analytical framework for assessing gradual 
institutional transformations. Streeck and Thelen (2005: 19-31) usefully posit five types of 
gradual transformative institutional change—displacement, layering, drift, conversion and 
exhaustion. This typology of gradual change usefully points to the wealth of change 
processes available to—and indeed exercised in the Yugoslav film industry in the post-war 
period.  
 
Displacement refers to the gradual rise to dominance of previously subordinate 
institutions and their logics of action and appropriateness. Displacement can occur in several 
contexts. Since incoherencies characterize most institutional set-ups, this opens up the space 
for alternative models to emerge. Alternatively these subordinate models may have been 
temporarily shunted to one side only to be rediscovered when the balance of power changed. 
Subordinate institutions may also be kept alive by ―enterprising actors‖ who see their 
interests in opposition to that of dominant institutions. In this last case these actors bide their 
time or experiment with subordinate institutions as a response to new external conditions. 
Finally, the rise of new institutions to replace old ones may be a result of ‗foreign‘ (i.e., 
exogenous) practices and institutions ―invading‖ the institutional set-up. Richard Deeg (2005) 
provides an example of such an invasion when he describes how foreign institutions were 
copied by the large organizations in the German financial system to such an extent that they 
formed a distinct logic of action that increasingly called into question the dominance of 
traditional institutions. Common to all of these is that the change occurs ―not through explicit 
revision or amendment of existing arrangements, but through shifts in the relative salience of 
different institutional arrangements within a ‗field‘ or a ‗system‘‖ (Thelen and Streeck 
2005:22). Further, all of these changes require ―active cultivation‖ by agents according to 
their perception of a relation between their interests and different institutional arrangements. 
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It is the work of agency to keep subordinate institutions alive until exogenous changes help 
activate them.  
 
The examples of institutional displacement promoted in this thesis pivot around the 
processes leading gradually to dominance of localisation and commercialisation over 
centralisation and ideo-political Marxist correctness as the dominant logics of action followed 
by actors in the administrative and executive institutions of Yugoslav film industry. As we 
shall see in the following chapters, these initially subordinate logics of action were promoted 
by actors who opposed the dominant models and kept their alternative alive until the balance 
of power changed into their favour. For example, the localisers in the institutional system of 
film industry managed to keep the Government‘s commitment to investment in Republican 
film capacities until the economic crisis caused by the break with the USSR and subsequent 
labour reform weakened the commitment to investment in centralised film capacities to the 
extent that the Republican producers became the majority producers of Yugoslav film fare. 
Further, the Republican film distributors have also maintained a level of autonomy until the 
same events lead to de-centralisation and de-monopolization of their sector. 
 
In another example, commercialism as a logic of action in import and distribution 
sectors came to dominance gradually and despite the public rhetoric accentuating ideo-
political correctness. It shared the institutional space initially with the more dominant logic of 
ideo-political correctness in a type of institutional symbiosis. The exercise of commercial 
logics created an audience for propaganda newsreels and covered the financial losses 
associated with films acquired in line with the dominant logic (such as the Soviet films and 
socially critical Western films). By 1952, the material conditions came to favour the switch to 
commercialism as the dominant logic of action. Similar to ‗localisers‘, those that promoted 
commercialisation in film industry expressed in popular Western film imports have similarly 
survived through a period of subordinance until the economic crisis, Soviet boycott and 
American subsidies established commercialisation as the dominant logic of action in the film 
industry.  In effect, these localisers and proponents of commercialisation prepared the ground 
for exogenous events to tip the balance into their favour. 
 
Layering refers to situations where new elements are attached to an existing 
institutional arrangement with these new elements slowly transforming the arrangements 
themselves. This process is sometimes sparked off by an unsuccessful institutional ‗fix‘, 
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which instead destabilizes the arrangement. Sometimes, it can start as a compromise between 
old institutions and newer marginal institutions. At other times, it can occur through a slow 
decrease in support for the old institution relative to the new ones. The mechanism common 
to these is that of ―differential growth‖ of the competing institutions.  
 
For its part layering can be seen in the example when, as an institutional fix to the 
economic Crisis, policy makers created a cadre of ‗independent filmworkers‘ through 
inaugurating project-based contracting out of creative film workers. Instead of having the 
intended consequence of increasing the control of film artists by State-controlled production 
enterprises and control of costs in times of economic crisis, it led to the establishment of 
‗independent production enterprises‘ by the artists themselves. Through their faster growth, 
these companies came to challenge the dominance of the State ‗majors‘ and transform the 
production sector. The initial institutional fix grew into a contingent but in time essential 
institution of the Yugoslav film industry. 
 
Drift is the notion that if institutions are not constantly maintained; if they do not 
‗evolve‘ in response to changes in their environment, there is the danger they will be made 
ineffective by such changes. Sometimes, institutional neglect is intentional, leading us again 
to the activities of specific agents. For example, Jacob Hacker‘s analysis of drift in the US 
welfare policy shows that while the existing welfare programs survived the neo-liberal 
attacks, there was no expansion of the system to include the new social risks (Hacker 2005). 
In effect, by neglecting to change with the world, the policy increasingly failed to serve its 
purpose. There were certainly elements of drift occurring in the case of the Yugoslav film 
industry, particularly in the wake of the Crisis where the older previously dominant logics of 
centralisation and ideo-political change were conveniently neglected by officials.  
 
Conversion describes the process of redirection of existing institutions to ―new 
goals, functions or purposes‖ (Streeck and Thelen 2005). Conversion occurs when 
policymakers respond to changing environmental conditions by redirecting existing 
institutions. It also occurs after changes in balance of power, as in the takeover of institutions 
by an agent who adapts or re-interprets the institutions to their own interests, often taking 
advantage of the ambiguities that tend to exist in any institution. Alternatively, re-
interpretation can be used by agents at lower levels of institutional set-up, especially the 
executive section to effect significant changes. Again there are elements of conversion in 
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operation in the Yugoslav film industry as with the ascendance of logics of decentralisation 
and commercialisation actors were converted to the system and thought within its terms. But 
this is a process that significantly proceeds from the Crisis as a long term effect rather than 
explaining actions leading up to and immediately taken in the wake of the Crisis. 
 
Exhaustion refers to the process of the gradual breakdown of institutions. It can be a 
result of a self-consumption, where institutional outcomes destroy its external preconditions. 
Alternatively, it is caused by over-extension, where it becomes ineffective due to its sheer 
complexity, especially in the case of very old institutions. Exhaustion provides a useful way 
of thinking about the collapse of the institutional logics associated with Socialist Communist 
states. This concept is useful to consider as a way of thinking about the break-up and collapse 
of these states in the 1980s and early 1990s than it is for considering the improvised 
development and consolidation of these states as Socialist Communist states in the 1940s and 
early 1950s. 
 
In the period under examination of this thesis, it is the institutional displacement and 
layering that are especially useful in identifying and assessing the character and nature of 
change processes in the Yugoslav film industry. As we have seen drift, conversion and 
exhaustion are more applicable in later periods, but not as much at this time of establishement 
of the film industry, because there has not been enough time or scope for such changes. For 
the remainder of the thesis, our focus will be primarily on displacement as the most common 
and layering as the secondary way of gradual but transformative change. 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
The post-WWII development of the Yugoslav film industry provides a good case study with 
which to apply analytical models associated with the new institutionalism. In particular its 
‗punctuated evolutionary‘ model for explaining institutional change provides a more complex 
and contingent view of society and governance than is provided by more conventional 
institutional accounts. This thesis will utilise this perspective to show how some important 
features of Yugoslav film industry developments first emerged through contingent and 
complex constellations of material and structural institutional factors. Rather than 
institutional change in the film industry being the result of general reforms associated with 
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the national Crisis, it will be shown that the transformation process significantly preceded the 
Crisis. This is not to deny that the Crisis and reforms that were initiated in response to it had 
an effect on the film industry policy and its institutional context, but it is to deny that it had 
deterministic effects.  
 
The more promising view of the Crisis suggested by new institutionalist approaches 
to change is that the Crisis is a period characterised by two distinct possibilities, both of 
which might create new path-dependent institutions and gradually lead the policy away from 
intended and proclaimed goals. On the one hand, in order to maintain the institutional system 
and improve or defend its position in it in the face of changing economic, political or social 
conditions institutional actors might adapt the institutions and logics of action. This typically 
involves the intensification of some preceding processes. This then changes the balance of 
power between competing principles and interests. As we shall see in the following chapters, 
the willingness of Yugoslav officials to acquire and exploit an increasing number of ‗strictly 
commercial‘ American films after the Crisis took the Soviet films out of the equation is an 
example of such adaptation. Thus, commercialisation was intensified in order to deal with the 
changes in material conditions. 
 
On the other hand, there is the possibility of contingent effects flowing from Crisis-
induced conditions and policy responses. These previously existing (and evolving) conditions 
are reshaped by these new conditions and what are often seen as ‗temporary‘ policy 
responses. Although policy-makers might try and do their best to address a change in 
conditions in a rational manner and predict possible outcomes, in periods of significant crisis 
there are often too many conditions changing at the same time for them to be able to predict 
how they will combine and shape the institutional context. Therefore, policy-makers will 
inevitably fail to predict all of the possible outcomes, some of which will later transform the 
policy and the environments for action. As we shall see in later chapters, the decision to 
change the film artists‘ employment status to ‗freelancers‘ in combination with the legislation 
that allowed the establishment of new enterprises by interested citizens are examples of 
policy responses to new conditions. They soon resulted in the establishment of ‗independent‘ 
film production companies – a contingent effect which the authorities failed to predict. 
Further, these companies adapted to material conditions in which they lacked finances by 
engaging in co-productions with Western film companies.   
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This thesis is concerned to show how the essential features of Yugoslav film 
industry evolved before, during and after the shock/crisis, in order to test the effects of that 
crisis on the institutional arrangements themselves. It addresses the questions of how and why 
specific institutions persist, that is, how they acquire path-dependent properties and how and 
why they change significantly (transform) when they do. As we shall see there were elements 
of the two distinct possibilities new institutionalism suggests at work in the Yugoslav film 
industry: the Crisis was initially determined by the latter of the two possibilities and out of 
these the former crystallised as a ‗rational logic of action‘ retrospectively legitimating and 
becoming the basis for future policy action. 
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Chapter 4 
 
 
 
 
 
The Importance of Context: The Emergence of a Yugoslav Film Industry 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
This chapter considers the general socio-political and economic evolution of post-war 
Yugoslavia and the place of film industry in it. Its principal purpose is to provide a wider 
context for the film industry developments covered in subsequent chapters. This context 
provides an opportunity to better understand how the film industry evolved with the general 
institutional system. It does not start from the assumption that a stable period in both the film 
industry and in general society existed before the 1948-49 crisis. We need this knowledge of 
context in order to avoid falling into the trap of considering the film industry‘s evolution as 
radically different from or contradictory to the general institutional evolution of the Yugoslav 
State in this period. Thus, this chapter covers the period up to the break-out of the Cominform 
crisis in mid-1948.  
 
The evidence provided here shows that the conventional view of Yugoslavia before 
the Crisis as a stable and centralised society of a Stalinist type is incorrect. Instead, the 
Yugoslav institutional system was an evolving one with both internal conflicts and external 
problems needing to be navigated. Rather than this being a period of strict centralist control, 
78 
 
it was characterized by competition and debate around the issue of (de)centralisation and 
attempts to solve the many short-term political and economic problems facing the Yugoslav 
State. This competition was principally between liberal and developmentalist factions within 
the CPY. These same internal debates and short-term concerns also marked the policy of the 
Ministry for Agitation and Propaganda (Agitprop)—the main source of art and culture 
policies, including film. As a consequence, Agitprop was unable to implement its main 
ideological policies in this period. Therefore, the assumptions of dogmatic or settled film 
policies need to be rejected, and the possibility that film policy was actually more pre-
occupied with ordinary material conditions associated with exhibition and distribution than 
ideological concerns needs to be given its due prominence.  
 
Next, the film policy will be positioned within this general system in three important 
preliminary ways in this chapter. First, even in this early period of film industry evolution, 
there were opposing tendencies regarding the desirable structure for the administration of the 
Yugoslav State. While the Federal government initially shared jurisdiction over art and 
culture, including film, with several other sectors (such as education and health) with the 
various Republican governments, this was based on an understanding that the Republics 
would soon take over these sectors. This had been promised by the 1943 provisional 
government and was ensconced in the 1946 Constitution. However, centralist tendencies 
were also strong in this period. This owed much to an economic rationale stressing the 
importance of economies of scale to film production and distribution and the stress to 
governmental coffers a de-centralised and dispersed film production sector would create. 
Advocates for centralisation stated that, given the country‘s size, one significant film centre 
would suffice for Yugoslavia in the light of governmental social and economic priorities of 
reconstruction. In a somewhat contingent manner, Belgrade was chosen as the location for 
this film centre. Echoing the pre-war legacy of conflict between centralist and autonomous 
forces, the Federal government‘s moves with regards to investment in such a single film 
centre in Belgrade, Serbia and other moves with respect to different aspects of film policy 
met with resistance from Slovenia and Croatia. Their effective resistance set the terms for the 
evolution of the film industry in this period.  
 
Second, while announced ideological goals dictated dominance of Yugoslav screens 
by Soviet and other ‗Socialist‘ films, the period is characterized by the consistent presence of 
Western films, including some very commercial American productions. In effect, and 
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contrary to the official rhetoric and conventional analysis, the commercialisation and 
Westernization of the Yugoslav film market started much earlier in October 1944, rather than 
the early 1950s. While this issue will be explored in detail in the following chapter, it is here 
announced as an example of divergence between long and short-term interests that also 
characterized the evolution of the Agitprop and the institutional system in general.      
 
Finally, both the Yugoslav State and its film industry were shaped by the structure 
and conditions of the pre-war State and the Yugoslav film industry of that time. These 
preliminary conditions had implication for Yugoslavia and its post-war reform including in 
the film industry. Local production and regional and rural exhibition had been neglected. This 
left the new post-war authorities with the task of building the material and technical 
infrastructure of film exhibition and distribution from a very low base. Additionally, many 
cinema theatres were damaged or destroyed by war, adding to the cost of the reform. Finally 
film distribution and the domestic box office had also been dominated for a long time by 
Western, primarily American films. The new authorities would have to deal with the legacy 
of the audience‘s preferences. These characteristics of the Yugoslav film industry prior to and 
an immediate consequence of the Second World War framed the nature and size of the new 
authorities‘ task. 
 
The remainder of this chapter is organised as follows. First, I will consider the 
general socio-economic and political evolution of the Yugoslav State. Here I will draw upon 
and elaborate Susan Woodward‘s authoritative account of the State in this period and beyond. 
Her analysis gives rise to a number of hypotheses about how the film industry conformed to 
the more general characteristics of this emergent, and then subsequently consolidated State.    
Second, I will consider the evolution of the Yugoslav State‘s primary film agency, Agitprop, 
outlining the extent to which it mirrored these general political conditions and priorities. And 
finally I will consider the consequences of the Yugoslav film industry‘s pre-war design and 
organisation for it.  
 
 
 
 
 
General socio-economic and political evolution 
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In this section, we briefly describe the establishment of post-war Yugoslav State. Following 
Woodward‘s institutional analysis of its political and economic system, we reject the view 
that the Yugoslav State was a ‗Stalinist‘ or strictly centralised system. Instead, the 
institutional design and practice that characterized the period are seen to be a result of 
changes not only in external circumstances, but also internal debates and competition 
between two distinct logics of economic development. The level of (de)centralisation of the 
political and economic system was the focus of this competition. In conclusion, I raise the 
question of whether the unsettled nature of general institutional development of post-war 
Yugoslavia is mirrored in its film industry.       
 
On the 29
th
 November 1943, in the town of Jajce, the CPY and several allied parties 
that made up the Antifascist Council for the People‘s Liberation of Yugoslavia – the 
‗AVNOJ‘ – proclaimed a ‗Provisional Government for all of Yugoslavia‘. Observed by 
representatives from British and American military missions to the Supreme Headquarters of 
the Army of National Liberation, ―it established a National Committee of Liberation of 
Yugoslavia as its executive organ, with all the attributes of such a government‖ while 
explicitly denying any intention of imposing a Soviet type of system (Rusinow 1977: 2-3).  
 
The CPY and its Partizan army liberated Belgrade in October 1944 and spent the 
first half of 1945 eliminating the Axis forces from the rest of the country. In March 1945 a 
provisional ‗United Front‘ government was formed. It was dominated by the CPY but 
included several other parties. The CPY won the November 1945 elections and proceeded to 
rule the country. According to Rusinow‘s analysis, the issues of legitimacy of the CPY were 
a prime mover of its activities in this period. In order to maintain their legitimacy the new 
authorities committed themselves to ―four historic and enduring tasks‖: the independence and 
sovereignty of Yugoslavia; its internal cohesion and harmony expressed in the concept of 
‗brotherhood and unity‘; its modernisation and industrialization (based on the Soviet model), 
and its ideological evolution of its ―masses‖ towards communism (Rusinow 1977:13-14). 
Therefore, any social, political or economic policy legislated by the CPY-dominated 
government would be designed in coherence with these four basic commitments.  
 
In practice, however, the circumstances around them and contradictions within and 
between them made the policy terrain complex and conflict-ridden. Many of these conflicts 
can be traced to endogenous factors such as the national question, the diverse economic 
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background of the Republics that constituted Yugoslavia and the factions that carried the 
political and economic strategies and ideas. At other times, it is the changes in external 
circumstances that directed the policy debate and its implementation. Finally, changes were 
often a result of a combination of endogenous and exogenous factors.      
 
The separation of power between the Central State and the Republics was 
precipitated in Jajce. The new Yugoslavia announced itself as a Federal State in recognition 
of the autonomy as well as the ‗brotherhood and unity‘ of the South Slavs. It defined itself as 
constituting five distinct nations: the Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, Macedonians, and 
Montenegrins. Each people should have a Republic of its own, while in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, sovereignty would be shared by its mixed population of Serbs, Croats and 
Serbo-Croatian-speaking Moslem Slavs. Federalism was a solution to the Yugoslav national 
question and a direction decided within the Party in 1930s. It was confirmed by the war 
administration, and it was applied after the war. The main problems that Yugoslav federalism 
sought to solve were the perceived dangers of ‗Serbian centralism‘ and the ‗nationalist 
separatism‘ of other nations—particularly Croatia and Slovenia. Therefore, any instance of 
centralisation or de-centralisation of institutions of Yugoslav state held potential for a conflict 
at the level of relations between the Central and Republican governments.  
 
The factor that gave complexity to the Federal structure of a Yugoslav State was that 
the Republican borders roughly overlapped with a number of important regional economic 
differences. These economic differences resulted in a political division over economic policy 
giving it a distinctly nationalist hue. From early on, within the CPY ―there emerged quite 
regularized political factions around their respective conceptions of economic development 
and the related political assumptions about how to put those beliefs into practice‖ (Woodward 
1991: 324). These factions are labelled by Woodward as ‗liberal‘ and ‗developmentalist‘, in 
recognition of their rational character, similarities to Western democratic political currents, 
and their common roots in general European intellectual debate on the methods of running an 
economy. I believe however, that these terms bring some confusion due to the fuzziness of 
‗liberal‘ in contemporary political economy scholarship, and the submergence of 
‗developmentalist‘ into the current ‗global development‘ discourse. Therefore, I shall use 
terms ‗centralisers‘ and ‗localisers‘ instead for these factions.   
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The localisers were typically in favour of de-centralisation of operations and 
investment, local initiative and autonomy of the producers, both at the enterprise and the 
administrative (local-republican-federal) level. Most of the delegates and officials from 
Slovenia and Croatia, and many from northern Serbia belonged to this camp. The centralisers 
favoured centralised planning and investment, the concentration of scarce resources, and the 
prioritization of social over market power. They included the party members from Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montenegro and central and southern Serbia.  
 
This division was also a result of the Republics‘ respective historical legacies in 
terms of economic profile and associated levels of workers‘ organization (Woodward 1995: 
chapter 2). Croatia, Belgrade and northern Serbia, and especially Slovenia, each had a 
relatively well developed light manufacturing and technical base. By contrast the rest of the 
country had smallholding agriculture and very little industry. The centralisers‘ and localisers‘ 
strategies that the Republican Communist (each Republic had its own CP) parties subscribed 
to were in line with the perceived strengths of their constituents‘ economies. The institutional 
evolution of post-war Yugoslavia was greatly influenced by these two factions so that, until 
the reforms in the early to mid-1950s‘, the system was an (uneasy) mixture of these two 
approaches (Woodward 1995).  
 
However, the conventional view of the post-war period in Yugoslavia developed 
over the 1970s and 1980s, contra Woodward, sees the so-called “administrative period” is 
one in which a Soviet model dominated such that Stalinist policies and planned economy not 
only characterized the system but made Yugoslavia ―a mere copy‖. This remained in place 
until the Crisis of a rift with the Soviet Union which led in the early 1950s‘ to the Yugoslav 
state‘s turn to a more unique ‗Yugoslav self-management‘ type of Socialism, characterized 
by a gradual economic and political de-centralisation and liberalization (see, for example, 
Singleton and Carter 1982: 99-101; Singleton 1976; Macesich 1969: 203-205; Rusinow 1977: 
17-22; Zaninovich 1968: 67-88; McClellan 1969; Marković 2011; Dedijer 1971; Djilas 1962; 
Clissold 1975, or Banac 1988). For example, McClellan calls the 1945-1948 a ―Stalinist 
period‖ in terms of control over economy (1969: 127); Rusinow specifies that Soviet-style 
centralisation was strengthened in 1946-1947 with the reorganization of all levels of 
government in accordance with the first Five Year Plan (1977: 20-22), and Singleton defined 
it as ―the classical Stalinist form of state capitalism‖ (1976: 111). It is claimed by these and 
other researchers that all the power was centralised in the federal State, with the Communist 
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Party of Yugoslavia controling and managing policy making and its execution at all levels of 
administration (federal, republican, communal and enterprise). Furthermore although in the 
Constitution the Republics where given political sovereignty and autonomy over specific 
economic, social and cultural fields, the central Government was still wielding power over 
any important decision-making. This academic analysis very much follows the CPY‘s own 
rhetoric
1
 and self-positioning, which described the period from 1945 to 1951 as centralised 
and dogmatic in order to emphasise the claimed openness and democratization of the 
subsequent period. Woodward demonstrated that this conventional view was wrong-headed.  
 
In her institutional analysis of the political economy of this period, however, such a 
centralised, authoritarian model was never actually institutionalised in the first place 
(Woodward 1995: 64-65). First, there was neither time nor capabilities to do so in such a 
short period. Second, the military, political and foreign relations were unstable and 
(re)directed the policies significantly. For example, the domestic enemies of the new 
government were not defeated until April 1946. The borders of the country were not settled 
until mid-1950s. Both the West and the Soviet bloc challenged Yugoslav independence and 
sovereignty until at least November 1949. These urgent military and foreign affairs issues 
were prioritized over the establishment of centralised or any other direction of organizing the 
State. Therefore the accounts that posit party hierarchy and loyalty, or desire to obtain more 
support from the population as the leading principles of post-war State-building are incorrect. 
Instead, it was shaped primarily by the search for strategies that would result in desired 
economic, military and foreign relations outcomes in an unfriendly international setting: ―It 
was the goals of national, not party, independence that consumed this initial period‖ 
(Woodward 1995: 65). The need to prioritize the military campaigns and reconstruction 
efforts associated with rebuilding basic infrastructure from roads to housing to hospitals most 
directly contributed to this choice. Therefore, the ‗administrative period‘ was marked by the 
CPY‘s attempts to achieve national independence in the face of considerable external and 
internal difficulties. This means that the „administrative period‟ should be seen instead as a 
time of institutional search for solutions in circumstances of unstable environment and 
immediate concerns that overrode any capacity for and development of long-term planning.   
                                                 
1
 I will argue that we should not take public claims by Yugoslav politicians (or any politicians 
in general) at face value, whether we analise the film industry, media (unlike, for example, 
Robinson 1977) or other sectors of public life. We have to remind ourselves that rhetoric 
often does not correspond to actual events, indeed it sometimes contradicts it. 
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To this already complicated picture Woodward adds a further rider. The Party‘s five-
year plan was modelled more on Leninist New Economic Policy of the 1920s lines than it 
was on then contemporary Stalinist policies (Woodward 1995: 64-69). Instead of the strict 
centralisation of the Stalinist model, ―operational management would be as decentralised as 
possible‖. This was done in order to ―avoid the bureaucratic costs of centralisation and 
accommodate the vast cultural and economic differences across republics that the territorial 
self-government of the Federal system presumed‖ (Woodward 1995: 69). Such operational 
autonomy, as we shall discuss in later chapters, was given to film industry agencies at the 
Republican level.  
 
In terms of the delineation of responsibilities between the central and Republican 
Governments, the latter were in charge of production supplies, processing and manufacturing 
industries, agriculture and labour, and regional capital projects. Cultural and education 
sectors were also given to the Republics. Local governments ran small consumer goods, 
services and trades (including cinemas), and local infrastructure. The Federal government ran 
defence, foreign and monetary policies, and investment (but not ownership) in developmental 
projects of national interest. The framework for this structure was set out in the national and 
Republican Constitutions. Yugoslavia was choosing here a considerably less centralised 
version of the Soviet model. Consequently the application of Soviet model to Yugoslav 
circumstances was framed by the CPY‘s solution to the national question and its relations 
between the Centre and Republics.  
   
The first Constitution of Socialist Yugoslavia was legislated on the 31
st
 January 
1946. By early 1947, every one of the Republics had their own Constitutions, too. The 
relations between the Socialist Republics and the Federal State were certainly modelled on 
Soviet example, except that the Yugoslav Republics were granted stronger fiscal powers vis-
a-vis the central government. The Federal Constitution thus had a legal primacy over 
Republican Constitutions and Federal decisions could overrule Republican ones. The less 
centralised version of the Soviet model that Yugoslavia chose to follow, or rather, the 
application of Soviet model to Yugoslav circumstances was framed by the CPY‘s solution to 
the national question and relations between the centre and republics. 
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More importantly, the actual political situation was not as settled as it supposedly 
was in Stalin‘s USSR in that period. The inner circle of power that was the Central 
Committee and those close to President Tito contained the described factions, although Đilas 
claimed that even among the top party officials there were many differences but never ―the 
kind of discord that stems from larger principles‖ (1985: 10). However, the factions of 
centralisers and localisers continued to compete for institutional powers (Woodward 1995). 
Often the Central Committee would give one of them advantage over the other, while at other 
times it would try to keep the balance between them. Often, however, they would make and 
then revoke decisions, thereby arguably preventing the establishment of a stable framework. 
In the years immediately after the war, a form of political pluralism within a Government 
ruled by one party (especially after the electoral win in November 1945) seemed to be a 
characteristic of the Yugoslav general institutional system, similar to post-war Japan and Italy 
where liberal democrats and Christian democrats ruled for a long time without much 
opposition from the other parties. Eventually the combination of: the complications arising 
from the Crisis of the rift with Soviets in 1948-49, the immediate concern of external 
defence, concerns for maintaining internal political and economic stability, and the associated 
accommodations sought from Western partners during and after the Crisis, eventually 
confirmed the ‗liberal‘ faction in domiance over the institutional design of Yugoslav socio-
economic and political policy. After 1951, each new round of constitutional change meant 
more de-centralisation and further entrenchment of liberal tendencies.  
 
From the point of view of Woodward‘s institutional analysis of the political 
economy of the post-war Yugoslavia, the ‗administrative period‘ was decidedly not a period 
of centralist dominance, let alone ‗Stalinist‘ policies. The institutional system of Socialist 
Yugoslavia was not a result of a set of fixed ideas and designs. Rather it was a ―product of a 
strategy in motion, in the process of becoming‖ (Woodward 1995: 31). More precisely, it was 
a period of contestation and debate over the structure and role of institutions in which 
‗liberal‘ tendencies with associated regional de-centralisation and market solutions eventually 
came to dominate.  
 
The question for this thesis is whether this interpretation can be upheld with respect 
to the Yugoslav film industry and its evolution. It will investigate the extent to which the 
debates and competition between the centralising and decentralising/localising tendencies and 
their respected ‗liberal‘ and ‗developmentalist‘‘ logics of action also shaped the film industry 
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system. It will ask to what extent did the film industry system in Yugoslavia follow a fixed 
idea of the Soviet model, or whether it was, too, a product of the same ―strategy in motion‖, 
affected by circumstances and contingencies. Woodward‘s institutional analysis of general 
political and economic system in post-war Yugoslavia argues that this was a time of internal 
contest, external shock and abrupt change in circumstances, and policy brainstorming. Its 
chief characteristic was that it was not a settled or centralised system. This thesis will try to 
determine whether the film industry shared these characteristics. 
 
Before focussing on the film industry, however, it is important to understand its role 
and place within the Yugoslav institutional system. Accordingly the next section will 
describe the evolution of the Ministry for Agitation and Propaganda which directed the film 
industry policy more directly than did any other government body.  
 
 
 
Evolution of ‘Agitprop’  
In this section, the role of the Ministry for Agitation and Propaganda is investigated, given its 
pivotal position in designing and implementing the film policy. It is argued that the Agitprop 
never managed to turn its long-term ideological goals into effective policy action due to the 
short-term political and economic needs associated with post-war reconstruction and 
persistent external crises. Similar to Woodward‘s conclusions about the lack of both stability 
and centralist dominance in general in the Yugoslav institutional system of this period, Carol 
Lilly suggests that Agitprop and thus art and culture policy more generally never managed to 
fulfil their ideological Soviet-modelled functions in Yugoslavia. Instead, Agitprop was busy 
implementing short-term policies and dealing with the conflicts between the centralisers and 
localisers. The evolution of the Agitprop, therefore, illustrates the argument that post-war 
Yugoslavia was neither centralised nor stable institutionally.  
 
During the period of military administration from late 1944 to mid-1945, art and 
culture activities, including the film Section and the State Film Enterprise (SFE) were under 
the control of the propaganda department of Supreme Headquarters of the Partizan army. In 
the first half of 1945, the authorities were preparing the ground for the switch to civil 
administration. At the very end of war, on the 7
th
 March 1945, a temporary government was 
established, dominated by the CPY. The propaganda capacities and tasks were resumed under 
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the Department for Agitation and Propaganda – ‗Agitprop‘—which was responsible for 
ensuring ideologically correct activities in art, culture, information and education sectors 
(Ranković 2004: 23, Gatalović 2010: 25-27). The Party‘s long-term ideological strategy 
called for changes not only in political and economic behaviour but in the beliefs held by 
individuals – in their social values, plans and aesthetics (Lilly 1994: 396). Agitprop was 
charged with directing and leading the path to these social changes. 
 
The officially espoused role of Agitprop was to supervise and assist the 
implementation of ideologically correct methods and principles based on Soviet models in all 
aspects of the arts and cultural field, including the film industry. Eventually, a properly 
constructed Socialist artistic and cultural expression and organization would create an 
emancipated Socialist citizen. The role of Agitprop in this plan was: ―to concentrate, directly 
or indirectly, all political, cultural, educational and scientific life in the hands of the Party‖. It 
was expected to correctly lead the population in its artistic and cultural aspirations and 
eliminate and block attempts by enemy and reactionary elements seeking to direct cultural 
life toward their interests and away from Socialist interests (Đilas 1945, archival in Lilly 
1994: 397). Organizationally, film had its own section within Agitprop. As a matter of policy, 
the Agitprop appointed Party members to management positions of the film industry 
agencies. These members met regularly and reported to Agitprop, all the while receiving 
instructions on their work.  
 
However, these long-term ideological goals had to be balanced by the Party‘s 
immediate political and economic needs, especially those associated with rebuilding the 
economy and maintaining power (Lilly 1994). These needs shaped the Agitprop policies into 
three distinct periods before Yugoslavia‘s split with the USSR (Lilly 1994: 398-404). 
Between the liberation of Belgrade and the November 1945 election, the CPY was trying to 
stabilize its position and expand its popular support. The values it propagated were focussed 
on the issue of unity of the Yugoslav nations and the legitimacy of the liberating army and 
the CPY. Values based on communist ideology were not as explicitly presented to the 
population as were values associated with these other ends.  
 
In the second period, after the electoral win and until late 1947, Agitprop was very 
active in recruiting and moving people towards its specific goals, such as economic revival 
and the destroying of any political opposition. With regards to the communist ideology, 
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however, the Party was still avoiding attempting to explicitly indoctrinate the population. By 
the end of this period, however, Agitprop officials began to argue that its strategy had been 
too practical, simplistic, apolitical and consequently a failure. By early 1948, the CPY 
switched its focus from short-term political needs to long-term ideological goals. Its methods 
and tools needed, in this context, to become more sophisticated and complex. The Party 
began to pressure, albeit in fairly general, abstract terms, the artists and writers to intensify 
and highlight the ideological dimension of their work. However at the same time some 
characteristics of the Soviet model were quietly abandoned on the grounds of their perceived 
simplicity and naivety. For example, in the film industry sector, in Agitprop‘s internal 
discussion on policy-change in early March 1948, it was argued that the course on ―Socialist 
realism‖ in the newly-established film school on Belgrade should be replaced by one based 
on the  ―aesthetics‖ of Marx, Engels, Plekhanov, Gorky and Pavlov (archival in Lilly 1994: 
400, and Kosanović 2007: 75).  
 
Before Agitprop was able to institutionalize its new, sophisticated approach and 
switch from administrative coercion to persuasion, however, the State and the party had to 
deal with urgent and serious immediate effects and long term consequences of Yugoslavia‘s 
conflict with the Soviet Union. In order to focus on its power and stability, as well as 
economic and military priorities, the CPY put the more sophisticated strategy of social 
change on hold for the time being. Thus, in the second half of 1948 and for most of 1949, 
Agitprop and the CPY in general returned to administrative, coercive methods, until the 
Crisis was somewhat resolved in late 1949.  
 
When persuasion became the dominant strategy in early 1950, the circumstances 
changed by the Cominform Crisis also changed the CPY‘s view of what was needed in terms 
of social change and how it might be best achieved. For the purposes of our understanding of 
evolution of Yugoslav post-war film policy, it is important that ―the Party‘s evolving 
Agitprop policies reveal a graduated strategy for Socialist development which focused first of 
all on political power, secondly on economic stability and only thirdly on the transformation 
of society and culture‖ (Lilly 1994: 412). The evolution of the film industry‘s main 
ideological and administrative overseer functions reveals that neither the aspired Soviet 
model nor the ideological role of art and culture were seriously institutionalized in 1940s 
Yugoslavia. As we have discussed before, this was also the case with the Yugoslav 
institutional system in general.   
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On the question of (de)centralisation, Agitprop had to deal with contradictions in the 
Party‘s cultural and arts policies. The same logic that the CPY followed in establishing a 
Federal system in general shaped their policy on matters of art and culture. That is, like 
political and economic life, cultural and artistic expressions were considered particular to the 
constituent nations that resided in the Republics. The organization of arts within any 
particular Republic was therefore in the domain of that Republic‘s government. On the other 
hand, like their political and economic aspects, the Republics‘ arts and culture were part of a 
national whole, in ―brotherhood and unity‖. Therefore, the cultural and art policy was also 
part of the Federal portfolio as well. The first Federal and Republican Constitutions mirrored 
this structure, as they granted the Republics jurisdiction over culture and education, while the 
Federal constitution kept Federal legal primacy over Republican sovereignty. Federal 
agencies coordinated and gave general instructions to the Republican agencies in all fields of 
art and culture. 
 
Given these opposing tendencies, however, it is not surprising that relations between 
Federal and Republican (especially Slovenian and Croatian) were inevitably strained. These 
contradictions and strains were a result of the Party‘s general and serious confusion and 
conflict over the national question (Lilly 1994: 401). On the one hand it promoted the 
development of distinct national cultures, operational autonomy, and the adaption of the 
general policy to local context; while on the other hand it opposed any de-centralisation that 
could endanger the country‘s political and cultural unity of its parts. In practice, these lines 
were not always clear leading to contests. For example, in the period between the second half 
of 1945 and the first half of 1946, education policy decision on whether textbooks should be 
centrally prepared and published, or de-centralised at the level of Republics swung from full 
centralisation to partial and then to full de-centralisation (Lilly 1994: 402).  
 
Furthermore, the Republican agencies and enterprises often simply refused to 
cooperate and share the resources between the Central and Republican agencies; and between 
(usually wealthier and poorer) Republican agencies. Technically the central government 
agencies often had legal supervision over the pools of expert personnel giving it the capacity 
to direct staffing in areas of need. In practice, however, there was very little personnel-
sharing. This was the case in the film industry, where an investigation into the names of film 
artists that worked on projects in this period reveal a very small level of personnel 
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interchange between the Republican and Federal film enterprises (see data collated in Ilić 
1970). The unwillingness of local and Republican agencies to release personnel for work at 
Federal level or in other Republics or regions was largely due to the lack of specialists and 
experts in general in the post-war period (Woodward 1995, chapter 2). It was, however, made 
possible by a lack of strict implementation of supposedly dominant Federal policies. 
Additionally, the Federal coordinative bodies consistently complained about the lack of 
communication and cooperation from their Republican members. For example, the National 
Writers‘ Union complained at its second Plenum in November 1947 about Republican 
passivity and lack of cooperation as the first problem of its ideological role of promoting 
national unity and Socialist values (Peković and Kljakić 2012: 103). Similarly, the 
Republican education ministries were criticized for ‗drifting‘ away from the national 
framework and for this lack of communicating. Therefore, it seems that the centralising 
tendencies of Yugoslav art and culture policy were difficult to execute in the face of 
Republican resistance and attempts to de-centralise. As in the general socio-economic and 
political system, the arts and culture sector evolved through a gradual de-centralisation as 
central functions and capacities for action were gradually undermined.  
 
 
 
Film policy evolution 
The evolution of the general institutional system of post-war Yugoslavia had its specific 
expression in its film industry. The State applied the ―four historic and enduring tasks‖ in its 
institutional design of the film industry. Firstly, the authorities planned for a film industry 
that would be independent of capitalist interests and foreign, especially Western films and 
expertise. Secondly, it was to be an all-Yugoslav film industry, with full respect paid to 
Republican cultural autonomy. Third, the film industry was to be subjected to modernisation 
and industrialisation based on the Soviet model. Fourth, the film industry was to contribute to 
the Socialist ideological education and therefore evolution of the masses towards Socialist 
personhood.  
 
As we shall see, in practice these four tasks and the logics of action that directed 
them often related to each other in ways that created conflicts, contradictions and 
contingencies. At other times the institutions faced changes in external conditions or 
unexpected affect of these conditions upon the planned system that would constrain their 
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capacity to deliver on these ‗historic and enduring tasks‘. Such developments ended up 
(re)shaping the existing and created new institutions in ways that were not envisaged by 
policy makers. In other words, the evolution of Yugoslav film industry did not follow the 
institutional ‗script‘ of its designers. The main institutional contests were around the level of 
(de)centralisation and the relation between the film‘s economic and ideological role, as 
described below. Increasingly these four ―historic tasks‖ acquired a symbolic, rhetorical form 
somewhat disconnected from the activities and decision-making of the Yugoslav State and 
film industry actors.  
 
Perhaps the most important institutional issue facing the Yugoslav post-war film 
industry was the level, extent and nature of the (de)centralisation that would be achieved. 
The first Federal and Republican constitutions (1946-1947) in a decisive move placed the 
film industry, along with the rest of the arts and culture sector, within the Republican 
portfolio of responsibilities (Woodward 1989: 291-92). The Federal government, however, 
did have its own arts and culture policies aimed at coordinating these Republican plans and 
activities. As a primarily Republican field that was to temporarily share policy space with the 
Federal agencies, arts and culture were governed at the Federal level by a Committee rather 
than a Ministry (legally, the committee had the same status as a ministry). These committees 
would later be transferred to full Republican control. In the February 1946 restructure of 
government, film sector fell under the jurisdiction of the Committee for Culture and Arts and 
the Ministry for Education, until 17
th
 June 1946, when the Government established a separate 
Committee for Cinematography. The fact that film was given one of only six such Federal 
committees illustrates the importance that the CPY gave it and the desire of the institutional 
designers of the State to keep its development under initial Federal control at least in the 
beginning of the industry‘s development. 
 
There are several perceptions of the Yugoslav film industry held by the decision-
makers that shaped the decision to engage a significant level of central authority over film. 
First, the size of Republican markets was deemed insufficient to sustain industrial production. 
In fact, based on their internal reporting the film administrators believed that a production 
needed to be screened in 3,000 theatres to break even (Archive of Yugoslavia, August 20
th
 
1950). This level was never achieved nationally, let alone on the territory of a sole Republic 
(see Ranković 2004: 132-140). Secondly, due to the film industry‘s early level of 
development, it was perceived that a level of centralised direction and assistance would both 
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be necessary from an economic point of view. This would also give the industry and its 
products an all-national, Yugoslav character. In the grand scheme of unifying the country‘s 
nations, the CPY desired the propaganda benefits of ideological messages and sophisticated 
‗moulding of souls‘ that an integrated domestic film industry would produce. Furthermore, 
the centralising features of Yugoslav film industry administration were deemed compatible 
with a balanced regional development rather than its alternative. This was in line with the 
Soviet thinking from the 1930s but, as we shall see from chapter seven onwards, it took a 
more intense form in Yugoslavia. This acknowledgement of the need for localisation of film 
industry capacities provided a base for further requests from localisers. Finally, the CPY 
believed that the propaganda potentials of film industry were greater than that of any other 
arts. Therefore, the CPY had a relatively strong incentive to take advantage of a context 
considered friendly to central direction.  
 
Following these perceptions, the Federal Government tried to initially impose a 
Federal film policy over Republican institutions and enterprises. Republican production, 
distribution and exhibition were to be operationally autonomous and owned by the 
Republican and local governments. However, the production investment, film import and 
‗higher‘ film education was to be centralised. Furthermore, the production facilities 
(processing laboratories and big studios) were to be located in Belgrade and centrally 
controlled. The latter policies were resisted by Republican film agencies, governments in 
general and the Republican wings of the CPY. Slovenia and Croatia, which had some film 
industry capacities in Ljubljana and Zagreb, were the strongest opponents to Federal policy. 
In the Yugoslav film industry, the period from 1945-1951, usually referred to as an 
administrative period based on centralised control and Stalinist policy, was the time of 
contest between the centralising and decentralising logics of action. The analysis of 
institutional evolution of the film industry of this time presented in the following chapters 
illustrates just this. 
 
The other big issue that marked the institutional development of the Yugoslav film 
industry of the post-war period was about the relations between commercialism and ideo-
political correctness or propaganda, that is, between the film‘s ideological roles and 
economic context. In practice, the economic circumstances of the production and exploitation 
of film often contradicted its ideological role. Issues of political timing further complicated 
matters. The CPY tried to use film for the political and ideological purposes of stabilizing the 
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government and unifying the population in the short term and reforming the society‘s values 
and knowledge base in accordance to Marxist-Leninist theories in the long term.   
 
Locally produced propaganda newsreels were employed to service short-term 
propaganda needs. Only ‗Socialist‘ films were considered capable of securing long-term 
effects. Consequently a gradualist policy was adopted in which films produced in the Soviet 
Union and other Socialist countries would be favoured until Yugoslavia could produce a 
sufficient number of its own films. In the absence of ‗Socialist‘ films immediately after the 
war, however, Yugoslav film authorities exploited Western films that were already in the 
country in order to draw audiences in and to provide an appropriate vehicle for the screen 
propaganda newsreels they wanted screening before the features. They kept screening 
Western films even when enough Soviet films arrived, as it was realized that Soviet and 
Eastern bloc films were not popular enough with Yugoslav audiences.  
 
The Yugoslav film administrators retreated from their strong ideological opposition 
to Western films and commercialism as reactionary art forms in order to create the 
circumstances which would bring people into the theatres so as to enable their immediate 
short-term political task of screening propaganda newsreels. As we shall see in chapter seven, 
the administrators of Yugoslav film industry produced internal statements and policy 
suggestions on desirability of commercial financial policy in import and exploitation sectors. 
Such commercialism went against their long-term ideological plans (Western films were held 
to use existing stereotypes and social weaknesses and fears as a template for art). Such 
circulatory logic is perhaps typical of politics in general and was certainly typical of the 
Yugoslav film policy at the time.   
 
The issues of (de)centralisation and relations between the film industry‘s ideological 
and economic roles have been the central issues of the film industry evolution in post-war 
Yugoslavia. The conflicts, cooperation, contradictions, and contingencies that formed around 
them have directed both the policy and the practice of film industry actors.         
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The implications of path dependency for the reform of Yugoslav film industry   
The organization of Yugoslav film industry started as a military operation. It took place in 
circumstances in which the film industry had been relatively underdeveloped at the start of 
WWII and in which the CPY was almost completely disengaged with it for much of the war. 
Late in the war this changed with the start of the State‘s involvement in film industry a result 
of immediate propaganda needs of the CPY to film the role of its Partizan army in the 
liberation of Yugoslavia. From that time on the Party seemed to believe that film was the 
most effective propaganda tool they could use when they took power in Yugoslavia 
(Miloradović 2002: 98-100). 
 
The CPY, however, had no one with experience or expert knowledge about the 
organization of the film industry in their ranks. The official plan was to learn from and apply 
the Soviet model. To this end attempts were made to acquire from the USSR skills, aesthetic 
values, production practices, organizational methods, equipment, films and even plans for a 
Yugoslav ‗film city‘ in Belgrade. In Streeck and Thelen‘s terminology, Yugoslav authorities 
planned to institute change through displacement of the existing arrangements. Rather than 
doing so endogenously by reactivating suppressed or hidden logics, they chose to try and 
import Soviet institutions and cultivate them locally.  
 
Given the priorities for State action due to the economic, political and military 
circumstances in which the Communist authorities found themselves, they gave great 
attention to film industry in terms of resources, personnel, and energy of the political-
bureaucratic system. This importance of cinema in Marxist countries was expressed much 
earlier by Lenin‘s famous statement: ―of all the arts, cinema is the most important‖. Film was 
seen to have the ability of film to reach the biggest number of people and most diverse of 
audiences. (Both the radio and the press were not viable options. Radio remained in those 
limited urban areas with (mass) electrical power systems and the press was limited by low 
literacy levels.) The suggestive power of film was to be employed for State-sanctioned 
propaganda purposes. Thus cinema took a prominent position in art and culture policy in each 
of the Soviet-influenced countries. These countries planned to adhere to Soviet model of not 
only investing heavily in it but also learning Soviet production styles, exemplified by the 
Great Patriotic War documentary film-making and increasingly the Socialist Realism style of 
feature production. Yugoslav authorities, operating in a society that did not have a tradition of 
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significant film industries before the switch to Socialism, expected all the more so to be able 
to apply the Soviet model rapidly and successfully.  
 
The institutional designers of the Yugoslav film industry had a seemingly ‗clean 
slate‘ onto which to apply their policies. There really was not much there for them to 
displace. It is, however, doubtful whether any institutionally ‗clean slate‘ is possible. The 
historical legacy of material conditions – that is, path dependence – will always have a strong 
effect on future institutional developments. In other words, the Soviet model was not (as was 
perhaps thought) being applied onto a blank slate, it would need to be reinvented for 
Yugoslav circumstance.   
 
In the case of Yugoslav film industry, the new authorities had to devise policies that 
took into account the fact that there was an historical absence of significant domestic 
production and significant State institutions fostering such developments. Soviet and Czech 
models could not simply be imported. Furthermore, the film market before the war had been 
characterized by monopolistic American and British distributors (which had taken over from 
French and German distributors before them). Those who knew something about distribution 
and exhibition were all on the ―other‖ side of the communist/capitalist divide. There was also 
in comparison with Western Europe a lack of film industry capability to draw from. What 
Yugoslavia had was an insignificant number of local, largely amateur filmmakers that could 
be drawn upon to develop into a filmmaking cadre. In fact, there was no European country in 
which foreign distributors had it easier before WWII. Yugoslavia had no protections for its 
local film industry. Indeed it withdrew its single feeble attempt to institute quotas for 
screening of domestic films in 1932 due to threats of boycott by the Hollywood 
representatives (Kosanović 2011: 29).  
 
The occupying powers in WWII also mostly ignored local production, except to 
make sure nothing contrary to their interests was produced or distributed. Thus, neither the 
authorities before the war, nor those during it established any significant institutions to foster 
or direct local film production. In Zagreb some production was organized for the propaganda 
purposes of the Croatian Nazi regime. In Ljubljana and Belgrade some of the existing 
technical and artistic capacities were preserved since the Nazis and their collaborators did use 
them for their own propagandistic purposes. Overall, however, these capacities and 
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capabilities were not enough to form a ‗cinematography‘, an industry or a ‗national cinema‘ 
before or during WWII.  
 
The war itself further contributed to the destruction of what little production 
capacities and personnel existed, especially in Belgrade. The lack of film production 
capacities in the period before and during the war ensured that any plans by the new 
authorities would have to start with the time consuming and expensive attempts to build the 
technical and personnel capacities of the film industry from a low base.  
 
The institutions of distribution and exhibition were, however, in place. Although 
they contained no role for the State apart from ensuring that the private companies followed 
the laws, the institutional outcomes of the war and pre-war distribution and exhibition sectors 
would be significant for the new authorities. As noted, American and other Western films had 
achieved a strong hold over Yugoslav audiences historically. The exhibition sector, for its 
part, was fragmented into smallholding of theatres, typically individuals and companies 
owned one and sometimes, in rare cases, a few cinemas. Rural and provincial regions were 
almost completely ignored by the existing distribution and exhibition networks. Additionally, 
the war had destroyed almost half of the cinemas and severely disrupted film distribution. 
Zagreb, not Belgrade, was the distribution centre for American, German and British film 
companies before the war (Dimić 1997: 326, Kosanović 2011: 37). In effect, this made 
Zagreb the centre of commercial film interests in pre-war Yugoslavia. Accordingly, a loss of 
this status after the war to Belgrade met with resistance. These diverse problems had to be 
overcome by the new film industry policy if the essential tasks and promises of the CPY were 
to be fulfilled in that field. Thus, much of the post-war development of film industry had to 
consider and negotiate the path-dependent characteristics of previous periods. 
 
The institutional legacy of the Yugoslav film industry combined with these new 
institutions and plans of the CPY in a variety of ways, as we shall see in the following 
chapters. First, the audiences‘ familiarity with Western films was in contradiction with the 
ideological tasks of the new Yugoslav film development plans. At the same time, these films 
were important to satisfying the financial needs of the industry.  
 
Second, if the pre-war exhibition sector consisted of big cinema chains, they would 
have been nationalized along with other chains. The pre-war exhibition sector being 
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undeveloped and fragmented among many private cinema owners meant that they were 
tolerated by the new authorities until 1948, as private smallholders typically were. Thus, the 
fragmentation of the exhibition sector continued under the CPY, ensuring its focus on the 
dominance of import and distribution sectors over the film market.  
 
Third, the wartime destruction of existing cinemas, the low level of development of 
cinema network outside the cities, and the egalitarian development plans to extend cinemas to 
all of Yugoslavia all combined to ensure that the film industry would require significant 
financial commitment from the incoming administration. Therefore, regardless of their power 
to create a new institutional system and regardless of the relative poverty of institutional 
developments in the Yugoslav film industry before them, the new authorities were faced with 
some strong and specific effects of institutional path dependency which would significantly 
constrain what they could do and what mechanisms were available to achieve their ends. 
This development echoes Marx‘s opening of the Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte: 
 
Men make history, but they do not make it just as they please; they do 
not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under 
circumstances directly found, given and transmitted from the past. 
(Marx 1948)  
 
In conclusion, the general institutional system in post-war Yugoslavia was a ‗work 
in progress‘ with competing logics of socio-economic organization, rather than a stable and 
centralised country described by conventional analysis. The government‘s art and culture 
policy, including film, suffered the same dynamics. The following chapter will focus on the 
relatively short period of military administration of film industry, in which already the 
complexities and contingencies that would (re)direct the film policy are visible, including the 
(de)centralisation conflicts and the beginnings of the ‗commercial‘ logic of action.  
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Chapter 5 
 
 
 
 
 
Flirting with Centralisation and Soviet Dominance:  
The Military Administration Period (October 1944 – July 1945)    
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction  
The military administration period, although relatively short (10 months), witnessed the 
beginnings of some of the main institutions and strategies and inaugurated the conflicts 
around them that would characterise the Yugoslav post-war film industry policy. It also saw 
the beginning of the strategies and fault-lines for future conflict which came to characterise 
Yugoslav film policy over the entire Socialist period. If the grand reform undertaken by the 
military administration was officially that of establishing the post-war film industry on 
Socialist lines, the problem faced by its institutional designers was dealing with a large 
number of often difficult and contradictory tasks and issues facing the film industry in each 
of exhibition, distribution and production. These required improvised solutions that were not 
always consistent with the proposed direction of the grand reform. In the process of searching 
for the best solutions a number of contingent events and complex combinations of conditions 
came into play. The governmental responses to these circumstances were to have lasting 
impact upon the form and character of the Yugoslav film industry.  
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I argue here that these actions and the developments they precipitated led to path-
dependent institutions of the film industry and shaped the dominant logics of action that were 
to (re)direct the film policy. Arguably the most important developments in this period 
revolved around issues of location and timing. The politics around these issues led to 
competition between centralising and localising logics of action on the one hand and between 
commercialism and ideo-political correctness on the other hand.  
 
In terms of the location issues, the decision to place the Federal bodies in Belgrade, 
and to transfer personnel from the Serbian to the Federal film bodies and back created the 
conditions for relations between the Federal film agencies and Republican ones (outside of 
Serbia) to be characterized by suspicion and competition over the level and extent of 
centralisation and de-centralisation alike. Film centres outside Serbia, especially Zagreb and 
Ljubljana, resisted any moves aimed at centralising the industry in Belgrade and instead 
worked on developing their own film industry centres. Such ‗location politics‘ echoed the 
conflicts between the centralisers and localisers that had occurred before WWII.  
 
In the case of timing, the urgent task of the new authorities was to propagate their 
own legitimacy. This resulted not only in the production of Yugoslavia‘s first ‗Socialist‘ 
propaganda newsreels and short films but also in the need for foreign feature films to act as a 
drawcard to attract audiences for these propaganda productions. The CPY was eager to 
legitimize its authority and its war efforts with its Yugoslav citizens, especially given their 
promise to hold free and open elections in late 1945. This was the most important political 
task for the new authorities at the end of the war. Film propaganda was, in this context, 
considered an essential means to achieve these political ends in a largely illiterate country for 
which radio was not a viable option.  
 
The preference of the new authorities was obviously for films which would both 
appeal to the Yugoslav audience and would be, at the same time, ideo-politically correct. The 
authorities did not like strictly ‗commercial‘ films as the majority of them were considered 
implicitly or explicitly ‗bourgeois‘. Such commercial films were typically those films 
produced and owned by British and American companies. These were also the companies 
who insisted on profit-sharing rental contracts and payments in dollars and pounds. Such 
contract conditions created problems for the Yugoslav central authority as it led to 
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considerable ‗currency bleeding‘ for Yugoslavia as it did for many European countries, 
regardless of the nature of their political organization. Each wanted to keep the money 
generated in country rather than to see profits repatriated to the US or Britain.  
 
The financial scarcity of the period (with its priority to limit currency going out of 
the country) and the egalitarian but costly government policy for the cinefication of Yugoslav 
film distribution and exhibition sectors (which prioritised diversion of film industry profits to 
cinema network expansion), led to a Yugoslav preference, as elsewhere in Europe, 
particularly Eastern and Central Europe, for long-term flat-fee rentals. Such a rental structure 
put a floor under the extent of the currency ‗bleeding‘, and provided flexibility in distribution 
and pricing while maintaining State control over distribution, exhibition and import. 
Yugoslavia‘s inability to acquire films under these terms—no British, American or Soviet 
films were available in that form at that time—resulted in Yugoslav authorities being willing 
to screen confiscated  ‗commercial‘ Western films. This was despite the long-term 
ideological role assigned to the exhibition sector in which such films were supposed to be 
rare occurrences. The commercial logic of action was thus initiated in this period through this 
action. Emerging as a product of a complex combination of factors and in service of an 
urgent short-term political imperativew, it would survive, continue and later become the 
dominant logic of action in the Yugoslav film industry. 
 
The role of this chapter is to identify and describe these complex and contingent 
processes that at this early stage initiated the commercialisation and localisation logics of 
action that gradually came to dominate the film policy in Yugoslavia. We start with a section 
that describes the establishment of first film agencies controlling film production. Next is a 
section on the establishment of institutions that controlled the acquisition and exploitation of 
films. We end with a final section highlighting the lessons the military administration period 
holds for our understanding of the complexity of Yugoslavia‘s subsequent institutional 
evolution.   
 
 
 
The institutional beginning of film production  
This section sketches the formal start of a film industry organizing itself on ostensibly 
Socialist lines in Yugoslavia. It describes the people who carried the process and their 
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political priorities of producing and screening liberation propaganda to secure legitimacy for 
the new government. The chaotic nature of the period and its consequences for the future 
development of the film industry and film policy are considered next. In the final section of 
the chapter, the contingent nature of the initial setup of the Yugoslav film industry will be 
interrogated in institutional terms.  
 
It will be shown that the urgent need to produce newsreels for propaganda purposes 
combined with the availability of personnel for this task led to the initial location of the 
federal, that is, national film industry in Belgrade. Despite the commitment of the CPY to 
eventually transfer control of the film industry to the Republics, locating the Federal film 
centre in Belgrade, which also housed the Serbian Film Centre, led to trenchant resistance 
from Slovenian and Croatian officials and film workers. Such strained relations marked the 
Yugoslav film industry for decades to come. My argument is that critical features of the 
industry in the very start-up of post-war film reform would have path dependent 
consequences for the trajectories of film industry and film policy over the entire Socialist 
Yugoslav period. 
 
The Communist Party of Yugoslavia did not have a stated film policy before 1944. 
The first efforts in that direction occurred in the context of the obvious, if still unravelling, 
victory of the Soviet Union and its Allies over Germany at the international level, and of the 
liberation of a portion of Yugoslavia achieved by the Partizans at the local level. On the 16
th
 
June 1944, the military command of the Liberation Front of Serbia (the Serbian arm of the 
Yugoslav Liberation Army) established a Propaganda Section (Volk 2001:311). The Film 
Section of Serbia was formed as a part of this Propaganda Section on the 16
th
 July 1944. This 
made it the first organization handling film activity in Communist Yugoslavia (Savković 
1998). Its first public activities took place in September in two freshly liberated towns in 
Serbia. This consisted of repairing existing cinemas and showing free of charge 11 Soviet 
films acquired from ‗Vrhovni Štab‘ (the Supreme Headquarters of the Partizan army) to the 
local population. At first, this improvised distribution and exhibition circuit was the only 
activity of the Section. The Section at this time did not have the necessary material or 
equipment to produce anything. Soon, however, a film camera (an ‗Arriflex‘, 35mm) was 
acquired along with its owner, Đorđe Vasiljević—who had been a photographer before the 
war. This enabled the production of some of the first cinema shots of the liberated territory in 
Yugoslavia.  
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The designer and manager of the Film Section of Serbia was Radoš Novaković—a 
29-year old film enthusiast educated in law but with a background in theatre and Party 
activism. He was invited to join the Headquarters in the liberated territories and form the 
Film Section (Volk 2001: 311, Savković 1998, Ranković 2004: 9-10). His closest 
collaborators, apart from Djordje Vasiljević, were Milosav Djurić, Josip Zidar and Manojlo 
Bojkovski.  
 
In October 1944, Novaković and some of his assistants from the Film Section of 
Serbia were transferred to freshly liberated Belgrade along with the rest of the Supreme 
Headquarters. Their mission was to produce the first filmed material of the final war 
operations and the impending national liberation, and then to organize the ‗immediate tasks‘ 
of helping establish and manage the mooted new instruments of the Federal Film Section and 
the State Film Enterprise (Drţavno Filmsko Preduzeće—hereafter SFE). This last company 
was planned to take over the organization of the film industry in the civilian era. In the 
meantime Zidar, Bojkovski and Đurić continued to work in the Film Section of Serbia 
located in the southern city of Niš at that time. Soon they joined Novaković in Belgrade, with 
Đurić being the last to join in March 1945. With the SFE being formally established in 
December 1944 Đurić became its deputy director. 
 
The other managers of the Federal Film Section formed in Belgrade were all CPY 
members and Partizan fighters. They included Nikola Popović (37 years old), Gustav Gavrin 
(38) and Vojislav Nanović (23), and Agitprop‘s Stefan Mitrović who assumed the role of 
director (Denić 1986:13). Gavrin had been a cinema owner and amateur cameraman before 
the war; Popović a theatre actor; Nanović was studying visual arts and journalism, and 
Mitrović was a writer (Volk 2001: 517, 588, 570). Although they were enthusiastic and 
somewhat knowledgable about film as an art and film production processes, none of them 
had any experience in the administration of film (or any other industry). Further, these men 
did not wish to remain as just administrators. Each was motivated to become film makers and 
artists in their own right. Indeed, soon after Novaković, Gavrin, Popović and Nanović 
became directors and directed four of the first six feature films produced in post-war 
Yugoslavia. It is a perhaps unique characteristic of the Yugoslav film industry that it was 
initially administered by aspiring film artists. Together with the fact that they were all former 
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comrades in arms and/or Communists, this served to form a tight and self-assured group of 
managers.  
 
Novaković‘s report for the period 26 October 1944 to 9 November 1944 indicates 
that their most urgent tasks consisted of: locating and re-possessing any film equipment and 
offices abandoned by Germans, interrogating staff previously employed by them, and 
organizing a group of ‗secure people‘ to take over filmmaking duties (Ranković 2004: 11-
12). Simultaneously, the repair of cinemas and equipment damaged by the war took place, as 
well as the collection and censorship of the films found at liberation. The supply of material 
and equipment for film production and exhibition was a constant pre-occupation of film 
industry authorities in this period. Supplies were either bought, received as aid or as war 
reparation. In fact, the Film Section asked for supplies to be sourced through aid received 
from Allies where possible, rather than through financial purchases. This illustrates, perhaps, 
the scarcity of hard currency that burdened Yugoslavia (and many other countries) at that 
time. 
 
In order to start producing its propaganda newsreels, Film Section personnel started 
to collect film workers and the equipment that had survived the war. The desperate search for 
technical material, especially film negatives, started while fighting still went on in the city 
(Denić 1986:13). Soviet military cameramen and officers also helped with negatives (Popović 
1982:149). The little that was gathered was used to produce two very short film reports: one 
on the celebrations of the October Revolution in Belgrade and the other of a victory parade 
for Tito and the Partizans. The first technical manager of the Film Section, Bogdan Denić 
explains in his autobiography how urgent the production of propaganda material was:   
 
 In the Agitprop they explained the task: creating a technical basis for 
film production…Of course, we talked of producing artistic, that is 
feature films, but it was declared that the most urgent job was the 
production of documented contents. In fact, we were aware that we 
needed to start with the newsreels. And as soon as possible. In fact, 
that was our first assignment, an order so to speak. (Denić 1986:13) 
 
The new authorities‘ immediate need for propaganda material about their role in the 
liberation of the country was behind the urgency given to the organisation and then 
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production of newsreels and news reports. As early as the 7
th
 December 1944, the Belgrade 
administrators organized Yugoslavia‘s first film education project. This consisted of short 
courses for cameramen/reporters, taught by pre-war operators. This course was itself 
organised and its curricula set by people who would become employees of the Film Section, 
such as Stevan Mišković, Vladeta Lukić, Mihajlo Al. Popović and Mihailo Ivanjikov 
(Savković 1998: 163). Upon completion of the course, the students were typically dispatched 
to travel the country and produce film material on the liberation of other regions by the 
Partizan forces (Volk 2001: 312).  
 
As noted earlier the importance of specifically cinematic propaganda in the period 
immediately after the war owed itself to the constraints facing alternative media forms in 
Yugoslavia at this time. Due to high levels of illiteracy outside the major cities, as well as 
high transport costs, published media was not able to reach a wide audience quickly and 
efficiently. Radio networks were also limited and based in major cities. Although radio would 
be a priority with authorities endeavouring to equip every village with at least one radio 
station, its uptake was slow due to poverty, mountainous terrain, weak radio transmissions, 
and lack of electricity (Janjetović 2011: 66-67). The competition with Western stations for 
the Yugoslav audience at the more suitable middle and high frequencies pushed the 
authorities to concentrate Yugoslav radio on low frequency transmission. However, this 
fateful decision immediately limited audiences for radio broadcasting making its extension 
costly. The choice of low frequency transmission meant, for instance, that even as late as the 
mid 1950s Radio Belgrade was unable to reach an audience outside that city, despite the flat 
terrain immediately surrounding the city. These conditions made cinema the strategic choice 
for State propagandistic activities. This helps explain the significant determination on the part 
of the Yugoslav government to rebuild damaged cinemas, build new ones, and organize 
mobile projection teams to service areas without any cinemas.  
 
Along with their practical work to establish production capabilities, make and 
exploit films, the Film Section‘s personnel was also engaged in theoretical and policy work 
aimed at establishing the ―main directions‖ for the future development of the Yugoslav film 
industry (Ranković 2004: 11). In other words, the institutional set-up for the film industry 
was also being designed and implemented in this early period. The result of this policy 
development was the establishment of the two organizations that were to operationalise the 
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planned film industry system—the SFE as a civil society institution and the Federal Film 
Section of the Supreme Headquarters of the Liberation Army as a military organization.  
 
On the 13th December 1944, the Supreme Headquarters issued the Order for the 
Organization of Propaganda and Cultural-Educational Activities in the People‟s Liberation 
Army (cited in full in Kosanović 1975:1). This was the first legal act on art and cultural policy 
(including film) of the new State. The Order officially established the ‗Belgrade group‘ of 
members of the Film Section of Serbia as the Federal Film Section of the Supreme 
Headquarters of the Liberation Army—the main film administration organization of the 
military period. The Order was preceded by a document dated the 8
th
 December that served 
as a rulebook on the role and activities of the Film Section—this was appropriately called the 
Basic Plan of the Film Section of the Propaganda Department (cited in full in Šarac 
1976:182-3). This document was designed by Novaković and defined four basic tasks for the 
Section. These were: the importation of the films, the supply of the domestic market with 
films, the determination of film rental prices and terms of trade, and the production of 
domestic films—first newsreels and then later documentary and feature films. The film 
agencies were all under the Departments for Propaganda and Agitation (Agitprop) and 
Cultural-educational work. Unlike the older arts such as visual arts, music, theatre and 
literature which were bunched together, film had its own Section of work (Supreme 
Headquarters cited in Kosanović 1975). This special treatment of film in the cultural 
legislation provides another indication of the urgency of restarting the film industry for the 
CPY.  
 
The official tasks or ‗mission statements‘ of the Film Section and the SFE were 
almost identical. They covered the same sectors of the film industry and aimed to execute 
broadly the same tasks. These were: the importation of foreign films, the distribution of films 
to (still largely privately owned) cinemas, and the production of newsreels. In practice, 
however, duties gradually became delineated. In the last months of 1944, there was a lot of 
work sharing, and both agencies dealt with the repair and building of infrastructure and the 
supply of material and equipment. But by early 1945, however, the tasks were officially 
divided, with the Film Section focussing on production and the SFE on the acquisition and 
exploitation of film—its importing, distribution and exhibition (Volk 2001:313, Savković 
1994: 211).  
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Under the Basic Plan, the production of newsreels and documentaries was to be 
prioritised in the short term over feature (termed ‗art‘ films at the time), since the new 
authorities not only needed immediately propaganda material on the liberation of the country 
but also needed in the short to medium term further propagandistic efforts to support the 
CPY‘s activities and for the public communication-educational priorities which necessarily 
assumed added importance at a time of reconstruction of a war-ravaged country. In this pre-
TV era, ―newsreels‖ were being globally used as a principal source of propaganda in the form 
of local and international audiovisual information and news. In Yugoslav cinemas they were 
a compulsory companion to the feature film repertoire (Tadić 2009: 160). Apart from being 
less urgent than the newsreels, feature production was also far outside the technical 
capabilities and material resources of the Yugoslav film industry at this time. The focus on 
the filming of newsreels was also implicit in the requests for equipment and material filed by 
the Film Section at the time: these were typically requests for the monthly supply of film 
stock and types of cameras suitable for such newsreel-making rather than feature production 
(Ranković 2004:17). 2 
 
Novaković himself was placed in charge of the production unit of the Film Section. 
The Film Section‘s film work had its first Belgrade premier on the 31st January 1945 with the 
film Liberation of Belgrade (Savković 1994 and1998: 208-09). In February it screened the 
newsreel Our Film Chronicle Number One with stories such as: ‗Demonstrations Against the 
King‘, ‗Occupier‘s Crimes in Niš‘, ‗Yule Log in Liberated Niš‘, ‗Our Children Leave for 
Recovery in the Brotherly Bulgaria‘ and ‗The First Congress of the Antifascist Women‘s 
Front‘. In March Our Film Chronicle Number Two had its premiere, with stories on: 
‗Exercises of Our Cavalry‘, ‗Soviet Artists in Belgrade‘, ‗Working Batallion of the Youth of 
Niš‘, ‗Cadets of the Military Academy administering the Oath‘ and the ‗Red Army‘s 
Twentieth Anniversary Celebration‘. The stories included archival shots from 1941, the 
material from Niš was contributed by the Serbian Film Section as well as fresh Belgrade-
sourced material. The cameramen that produced the material were Stevan Mišković, Djordje 
Vasiljević, Mihailo Al. Popović and Mihajlo Ivanjikov. The themes were concerned with: 
popularizing the CPY‘s anti-Monarchist line, documenting Nazi crimes, the liberating 
                                                 
2
 While the policy documents do not indicate this it is likely, given the feature film and 
artistic aspirations of the principals involved, that the production of these newsreels became a 
de facto training ground for the future feature film production industry distributing as it did 
capability on an eventual nation-wide basis. 
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activities of the Yugoslav Partizans, the strength of Yugoslav army after the war, the friendly 
relations with the USSR, and post-war reconstruction efforts.  
 
These weekly newsreels settled into a pattern. They were 10 minutes long and 
covered a variety of themes. They usually included a report on Tito‘s activities and reports 
from political, economic, cultural and sporting fields (Tadić 2009: 160-62). Scientific and 
technological reports were often a part of the collage. Alongside these weekly newsreels were 
monthly newsreels – the so-called ‗specials‘ on specific subjects. The Specials were of 
documentary film length. These were mostly about events and issues considered important by 
the authorities, such as the Labour Day celebration, State visits to important countries and 
military exercises. These specials, called ‗Vipusci‘, were especially suitable for the 
popularization of political persons and ideological concepts under the pretext of information. 
The newsreels were used to highlight the successes and achievements of the Yugoslav State 
and to mobilize the masses to join in. With regards to their structure, uses and expression they 
are held variously to resemble the German/Austrian style of ‗‘cultural‘ documentary films‘ or 
Soviet Socialist realist documentaries (Tadić 2009). The local imitation of these models was 
somewhat rough at first due to the lack of skills and equipment. But, despite these initial 
technical difficulties, newsreels were a weekly occurrence as too the monthly special 
editions. These were distributed throughout the cinema exhibition network and via mobile 
exhibition units. This was not a settled time in which those involved straightforward imitated 
the Soviet model. The various actors involved did not have a clear knowledge of or plan for 
what needed to be done. Those involved in it experienced it and later recalled it as a time of 
confusion, chaos and improvisation. 
 
With the production of such newsreels, the Federal Film Section answered the 
primary and urgent propaganda tasks of the CPY. The screening of these newsreels, however, 
required the (re)establishment of a distribution and exhibition network covering the country. 
Furthermore, it required the screening of feature films to act as a drawcard for its Yugoslav 
audiences. This was the principal task of the other national film agency – the SFE—to which 
we will turn below. Before we do so it is important to recognise the consequences of this 
history of production in the formative stages of the new Communist Yugoslavia for 
subsequent practice, politics of production and location. 
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From this history it is clear that the location of the national film centre in Belgrade 
was a product of historical circumstance. The first significant film activities overseen by the 
CPY started in Serbia because that is where the liberated territories were at the time. As we 
have seen with the end of war in sight, the Partizans and Communists from Serbia that had 
film experience and affinities were organized into a Film Section primarily in order to 
produce material on the liberation and to organize exploitation (distribution and exhibition) of 
propagandistic films. They followed the army‘s path to Belgrade which was then quickly 
turned into the centre of Yugoslav attempts to organize a film industry. 
 
For the CPY and the Partizans at the time, organizing film activities was an urgent 
national issue. They had to move fast if they wanted to produce film material that would 
‗immortalize‘/document their role in the liberation of Yugoslavia – the Germans were not 
going to slow down their retreat for them. They needed to get their hands on the film 
equipment and material necessary to produce this film record. They needed instruments and 
personnel to do this. The Serbian Film Section personnel were the only readily available, 
experienced, organized and ideologically-correct people able to perform these tasks at the 
time. In the process, these Serbians established the first Federal film agencies, as well as the 
main directions for its further evolution. This would have unforeseen consequences. 
 
Thus from the very start of the new government Serbian agencies and interests 
became practically equated with Federal interests and policies. At the end of 1944 with the 
establishment of federal/central film agencies some of the members of the Film Section of 
Serbia were returned under the competence of the Republican, that is, Serbian section of the 
military command, while others remained employed by the Federal film agencies. Such 
exchanges of administrative personnel between the Federal and Serbian film agencies were 
common and continued beyond this formative period. Although not originally developed to 
serve any particular ‗location politics‘ the circumstances of the film industry‘s initial 
development in Belgrade during the War created the circumstances in which a ‗location 
politics‘ could flourish after the war. Without any clear delineation between the Federal 
government functions and Serbian Republican functions actors in the other Republics came to 
associate centralising activities and investment with Belgrade (and Serbian) interests and to 
push for more de-centralisation and autonomy.  
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Let us now turn to the development of film distribution and exhibition in this 
transition period where we can see similar kinds of contingent factors in operation that would 
have unforeseen consequences for the Yugoslav film industry and its subsequent 
development.  
 
 
 
The institutional beginnings of film import, distribution and exhibition 
On the 20th November 1944, the Federal Commission for Trade and Industry established the 
SFE as a Federal company with the officially announced basic tasks of: importing foreign 
films; assisting the film production and Film industry in general, and distributing all films 
domestically (Службени Лист ДФЈ, from here on translated as Official Gazette, published 
on 9
th
 February 1945). It had a starting capital of one million dinars. As mentioned earlier, the 
SFE left the production activities to the Film Section after a few months to concentrate on 
film acquisition and exploitation. It used its starting capital to this end. 
 
Under the official prices for rentals charged to private exhibitors at the time, the 
State would need to get one million dinars for a rental if the film sold 28,000 premier tickets. 
This would be a small feat for a film market that sold just ten million tickets annually in this 
period. Therefore, the starting capital seems somewhat inadequate given the size of SFE‘s 
task. Perhaps this amount was a result of the general financial scarcity of the period and the 
pressing needs associated with the re-construction of basic infrastructure. It was also because 
the SFE had available to it a cost-recovery mechanism through both its expected film rentals 
and its box office through ownership of many of the cinemas. SFE‘s management was 
appointed by the head of the Commission for Trade and Industry, Andrija Hebrang. He 
placed Milenko Mitraković as SFE‘s first director, with Pavle Breznik, Jelena Ţarković, 
Vladimir Turina and Nikola Popović making up the rest of the company‘s board. It held its 
first session on the 8
th
 December 1944.  
 
The SFE‘s most immediate task was to create a national film distribution and 
exhibition network. It did so as early as November 1944 (Paramentić 1995: 284). The state in 
which the network was at the end of war made this a huge task. Before WWII, the Kingdom 
of Yugoslavia‘s exhibition network consisted of 432 cinema screens, of which less than 80 
(20%) screened films on a daily basis (Kosanović 2011: 33-34, Miloradović 2012: 69). The 
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distribution of screens nationally favoured urban centres, particularly the big cities, but also 
rich towns. Roughly half of the network was located in Serbia with a further third in Slovenia 
and Croatia. There were hardly any screens in the poorer regions of the country such as the 
southern half of Serbia, Macedonia, Montenegro and Bosnia and Herzegovina (see statistics 
in Kosanović 2011: 32-33). The war had destroyed many existing cinemas particularly in 
those parts of the country that had borne the brunt of the military conflict. This added a 
double discrimination against the poorer regions given that so much of the fighting had 
occurred there.  
 
The (re)building of the exhibition network was the first priority of the new authority. 
It took the biggest share of its resources and the attention of its staff. By March 1945, the SFE 
had built, re-built or re-activiated 150 cinemas in Serbia (Savković 1998: 211). With over 50 
theatres out of service due to the war this was quite an achievement. By the end of 1945, the 
SFE could claim 520 functional screens nationally (Miloradović 2012: 69). In Belgrade 
alone, there were 19 working cinema theatres (Perišić 2012: 88). The expansion of 
distribution and exhibition continued into the 1950s, as we shall see, although the years 
following the crisis slowed down the expansion and redevelopment plans.  
 
With the State only able to provide limited capital the SFE was put onto a path in 
which it had a significant interest in maximising its box office returns not least so it could 
maintain and extend its cinema network to the whole country and eventually return some 
capital to government. The SFE was therefore being here put structurally into much the same 
place as capitalist exhibiton-distribution monopolies—its interests and that of its shareholders 
(in this case the Yugoslav State) were in the maximisation of returns from its cinema 
exhibition to both enable and minimise the cost of cinefication on government and its other 
programs. To be sure there were other pressing purposes for film in terms of propaganda to 
set against and make this maximisation of returns coincident with larger Socialist purposes of 
securing the new Communist State. However, the maximization of box office returns started 
to enter very early on and during the Military Administration period.   
 
The evolution of Yugoslav distribution and exhibition sectors was based on the 
Soviet model of „cinefication‟. The policy of cinefication consisted of a wide expansion of 
the exhibition and distribution network nationally, especially to rural and regional locations. 
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This was part of the general egalitarian developmentalist strategy based on Soviet models that 
characterized the Yugoslav economy at the time.  
 
It was hoped that the Soviet film policy could faithfully be applied to Yugoslavia 
and achieve comparable results and direction of development. There were some good reasons 
for this expectation. Despite the fact they were developed in different eras, the Yugoslav film 
industry system faced some of the same problems the Soviet‘s had with their cinefication 
policy. They likewise needed to reconstruct after a devastating war which had civil war type 
components. Distribution was slow and expensive. There were the same difficulties in 
negotiating deals with Western companies who lacked experience in dealing with this type of 
distribution-exhibition network. In both countries cinema was unevenly profitable with urban 
cinemas profitable while rural areas were loss making, and accompanied by inferior viewing 
conditions in the rural cinemas. Nevertheless, compared to the pre-war period, the new 
government managed to significantly expand the film distribution and exhibition network.  
 
In the post-war years the Yugoslav government, like their Soviet counterparts had 
done, intially tolerated the private ownership of a significant number of privately owned 
cinemas. This illustrates the point that in the period before the Crisis decision-making was 
less centralised and dogmatic than is typically assumed and more balanced and gradual. This 
was also the case with the Soviet experience during the 1918-20 civil war and the NEP years 
immediately following. Given the circumstances in which it developed, the Soviet cinema 
policy was as very much as patchy and mixed as late war and post-war Yugoslav policy. 
Thus, even if the desire to be dogmatic was present, the means were not available in either 
country to accomplish this task.  
 
Despite these many similarities there were also significant dissimilarities between 
the early Soviet and post-WWII Yugoslav film policy. Importantly, Yugoslav authorities had 
an ‗off the shelf‘ Soviet policy model, while the Soviets dealt with an emergent policy 
making in the 1920s without any models. Yugoslavia experimented with the Soviet model 
and then adjusted it to the real politique of domestic politics and the balance of forces 
between Federal government and Republics—just as the Russians did in formulating it in the 
first place. Secondly, film was no longer silent but sound – which meant the technological 
process of cinefication differed with Yugoslavian officials needing to more explicitly 
accommodate the differences in the spoken language among Republics. Further, film had 
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become codified in its exhibition and distribution in ways that were still emergent in the 
1920s – creating different organizational and contractual parameters. Next, there was a 
difference in scale and scope of film production between Soviet Union and Yugoslavia that 
meant Yugoslavia was always going to be more dependant on film import and less capable of 
producing films to substititute imports on cinema screens. Finally, the Soviets at first did not 
invest much beyond major cities of Moscow and St Petersberg (then Leningrad); they only 
started to invest in regional cinemas in the 1930s. By contrast the Yugoslavs saw regional 
development as one of their first priorities.  For example, production capacities were 
organized in Croatia and Slovenia within months of their first development in Belgrade and 
republican distributors were established by 1946. 
 
For these reasons, we must qualify the extent to which Yugoslav film industry was 
in accordance to the Soviet model, ideo-political rhetoric notwithstanding. While the Soviet 
model was largely accepted in post-WWII Yugoslavia and while there were similarities in the 
contexts in which the policy developed in the two countries, there were also contextual 
differences such that the application of the policy model either produced significantly 
different results or policy adjustments in Yugoslavia. No matter how hard they tried, 
Yugoslav authorities could not copy the Soviet path or be certain in predicting what would 
happen next with the industry they were administering. 
 
The cinemas that the SFE built after the war became its property. However, many 
urban and popular cinema theatres had survived the war and had owners. In the absence of 
available official statistics on the number of privately owned cinemas in 1945, we can deduce 
from statistics on the total number of theatres before and after the war and of those rebuilt by 
March 1945 in Serbia (Miloradović 2012: 69, Savković 1998: 211), that there were between 
100 and 250 cinemas in private hands after the war. Those theatres whose owners were not 
guilty of collaboration with the Nazis all remained in private hands. However, the SFE with 
support of the State tried to obtain control and ownership over these theatres in less direct 
ways. This is evident from a section of the late 1944 document titled Conditions of Issuing of 
Films by the State Film Enterprise. This decree was aimed at organizing the distribution and 
exhibition of films (Savković 1994 cited in Ranković 2004: 20-21) and determined how films 
that passed the Censorship process should be distributed and exhibited. It precisely 
determined the obligations of exhibitors in terms of the technical quality of equipment, skill 
levels of operators, procedures for documenting tickets, due dates for return of copies, and 
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other conditions of exhibition. Specifically relevant to the issue of private ownership, the 
decree stipulated ―especially strict‖ instructions and penalties facing private cinema owners 
who faced sanctions against them including confiscation and nationalization. 
 
The document, however, left the issue of relationship between the prices for rentals 
and tickets unresolved. Moves in that direction were made after the owners of cinema houses 
in Belgrade filed an official letter with the SFE on the 21
st
 December 1944 suggesting 
changes in the price of rentals (Ranković 2004: 21). They complained that the prices of 
rentals were too high considering the need to keep tickets low due to general poverty, 
popularity of films and significance accorded to the film industry by the new authorities. 
Their demands were initially rejected, but on the 25
th
 January 1945 it was decided to link the 
prices for rentals and tickets so that the rentals for premiers were 35% of ticket price, 30% for 
reprises and 25% for consequent exhibitions. These prices were somewhat better for private 
owners compared to those in place during the war. Under the Nazi occupation, exhibitors 
paid 35 % rentals, while paying 31% tax. The new ticket prices were determined in the same 
decision (103, 83 and 63 dinar tickets for premier cinemas and 63, 53, and 43 dinars for 
second-run cinemas).  Once again we have an example of one governmental policy pulling in 
one direction of making it difficult for private operators and pushing their cinemas into state 
hands while on the other hand we have government recognising these operators as legitimate 
actors for whom concessions need to be made. 
 
In 1944-1945 the existing private cinemas were not yet nationalized. Their numbers 
were, however, gradually reducing. But they still constituted a significant part of the network. 
The new authorities did not, of course, favour the owners‘ interests, but, as we have seen, 
they were somewhat reasonable regarding the prices of rentals and tickets. This allowed these 
cinemas financial viability for the time being. The distribution sector, however, was State-
controlled and owned. With the fragmented nature of the exhibition sector, distribution was 
clearly the dominant sector. To be sure, the government also determined the rental and ticket 
prices. Furthermore, the key to control the industry was in the supply of films, and only the 
Federal government enterprise, the SFE, as allowed to acquire films. Therefore, SFE‘s 
monopoly over imports secured its effective control of the film industry.  
 
Apart from the economic and social benefits of reviving film networks and 
entertaining a war-weary populace, the exhibition of feature films had important political and 
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ideological purposes. The expansion of the cinema network through the decidedly Socialist, 
egalitarian cinefication policy demonstrated the Socialist government‘s commitment to the 
whole country no matter where the population lived. It was something the government could 
point to as an evident improvement over what the pre-war capitalist and war-time Nazi 
occupation had been able to achieve. Furthermore as we noted above the screening of feature 
films was accompanied by the obligatory propaganda newsreels. The screening of feature 
films was therefore indirectly complementary to State propagandistic efforts. Sometimes as in 
the case of Soviet films the features themselves could be directly complementary to the 
propaganda purposes. But in this initial period, however, there were not enough Soviet films 
available to present to Yugoslav film audiences. Furthermore audience‘s preferences were 
substantially for Western, particularly Hollywood and British films. Consequently, Western 
(capitalist) films were sought as a fill-in, provided they passed the censorship. This retreat 
from a direct expression of ideo-political correctness in the whole film schedule was a 
pragmatic decision principally taken on the basis of—and legitimated by—the need to bring 
audiences into the cinemas where they could be shown propagandistic newsreels before the 
main feature(s).  
 
Without any local feature films and with obtaining films from overseas taking time 
to negotiate contracts for and process, the SFE in those early months had to rely on films that 
were already in the country and ready for screening. These included the 11 Soviet films 
screened in the liberated territories earlier that year by the Film Section of Serbia. There were 
also a few Western films received as gifts from Western military attaches or (ironically) by 
the Soviets. They contributed, for instance, the Sun Valley Serenade which they had bought 
from the US a few years earlier (Janjetović 2011: 32). The irony was doubled by the fact that 
this was a Glen Miller jazz film as the authorities had been somewhat critical of and resistant 
to jazz at this time. In times of scarcity, however, there was often little room for dogmatic 
exclusions. 
           
With the films received as gifts soon running out, the SFE immediately sought 
contracts for new film through the foreign military and diplomatic personnel stationed in 
Belgrade. Some of the research into these early years of acquisition and exploitation of 
foreign films in Yugoslavia variously identify twenty to twenty-two feature films imported 
into the country by the end of 1944. Most of these—fifteen in all—were Soviet (Ranković 
2004: 125, Janjetović, 2011: 32-3). The number of films owned by the SFE in late 1944 
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needed to be replenished if its tasks were to be accomplished, thus leading the SFE to seek 
new import contracts (Ranković 2004:21). Both Western and Soviet partners were 
approached at the time.  
 
An important tendency established itself in this early moment of Communist 
Yugoslavia‘s film market—Western films held their own against the more officially favoured 
Soviet and later Eastern bloc filmmaking. By the end of 1944, Soviet films made up 51.6% of 
the Belgrade cinema repertoire, American films 30.89%, and French and British films a 
14.91% combined share (Dević 2002: 15). Thus, at the very start of Yugoslav post-WWII 
film exploitation, Western films seemed to hold their own with the officially favoured Soviet 
films, despite the fact they were outnumbered three to one. The popularity of Western and 
particularly American films with urban Yugoslav audiences was perhaps a result of a 
combination of factors: their familiarity with American cinema, Hollywood‘s superior 
technical quality and story-telling, and their light and entertaining nature at a time of grinding 
poverty after years of war-time suffering. In any case, it was a lesson that the film industry 
administrators, although perhaps grudgingly, learned quickly and very early in the evolution 
of Yugoslavia‘s Socialist film industry. 
  
One of the earliest Western contracts was that signed on the 6
th
 December 1944 by 
the SFE‘s boss Mitraković and Victor J. Hoare of the British Army Mission in Belgrade on 
behalf of the British Ministry for Information (Savković 1998: 210). In a preliminary draft of 
the deal, the cash-strapped SFE sought to establish a fixed price or a „flat-fee‟ three year 
rental for each film individually, with no obligations by the buyer regarding the marketing of 
films (cited in Ranković  2004: 21).  
 
The actual contract, however, was an income-splitting percentage deal under which 
the British would get 70% of income (Savković 1998: 210). Furthermore, the British partner 
imposed their own periods of rental, technical aspects of exhibition and the way of marketing 
and advertising the films. Finally, the British made the deal conditional on their access to and 
oversight of the SFE‘s business books and the right to unilaterally terminate the contract 
without sanction. Under this contract 8 feature films, 11 shorts and 26 instalments of Free 
World News newsreels were rented from the British Ministry of Information. The fact that the 
SFE signed a contract so contradictory to their desired contract they initially put forward 
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suggests just how desperate they were for Western films at this stage. The acceptance of 
British propaganda newsreels as part of this deal adds to that impression.  
 
A preliminary contract with Soviet representatives was also drawn up in December 
1944 (Ranković 2004: 22). A more formal contract between the SFE‘s Milosav Djurić and 
Soyuzintorgkino‘s Bolshakov was signed on the 27th April 1945, stipulating the importation 
of 63 feature and 19 short films for distribution in Yugoslavia and Albania, with a million 
dinars to be paid in advance (the whole of the SFE‘s starting capital!) (Savković 1998: 210). 
The contract was again a percentage deal, with the Soviets getting 50% of box office income 
paid in US dollars. It had protections for the Soviets equal to those given to the British. As 
noted by Ranković, the film trade with the Soviets was a business deal rather than a co-
operative agreement (2004: 123).   
 
Late in 1944 and early in 1945, the SFE negotiated with American officials from the 
American Army Mission in Belgrade and the War Department of Information (Savković 
1998: 211). The SFE sought permission to screen American films imported before the war 
that were collected after the war by the SFE or held by private distributors and cinema 
owners. The American officials informed them that they needed to renew the licences for 
these pre-war films with the American distributors, and that they were not authorized to issue 
such licences or represent the interests of the American distributors (Savković 1998: 211). 
Therefore, the Yugoslav film exploitation sector (distribution and exhibition) had to initially 
rely on Soviet and British films for the first half of 1945. However, as we shall discuss, some 
kind of agreement with the Americans did take place by the second half of the year. 
 
In this initial period of the film industry evolution in Socialist Yugoslavia, the 
national film agency–the SFE– revealed its preference for ‗flat-fee‘, long-term rentals and as 
little access as possible by their trading partners to SFE business books. This was particularly 
obvious in the preliminary draft for a contract with the British. The reasons for this 
preference require some explanation. It appears to have been primarily based upon economic 
considerations. First, the SFE could not afford the currency export associated with the profit-
sharing rentals. The rest of Europe, East and West, suffered the same problem. Second, the 
SFE wanted longer term rentals in order to give them more flexibility to show the film across 
its distribution system over an extended period. Third, the ‗flat-fee‘ rentals would also give it 
pricing flexibility; that is, it could send the films to cheap rural theatres where film industry 
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was losing money without having to pay extra to the seller. The SFE‘s inability to achieve its 
preferred contract type in this period made it more determined to exploit ‗confiscated‘ and 
thus profitable Western films. Therefore, the importance given to economic issues in 
Yugoslav film import was strong and present in official documents as early as December 
1944.  
 
With legally-obtained films scarce at the time and only available under onerous 
conditions and with the SFE unable to get such films under its preferred ‗flat fee‘ rental 
structure, the SFE faced significant problems meetings its priority of reviving the film market 
for economic as well as for the political purpose of propaganda. These circumstances 
conspired to strengthen the SFE‘s resolve to investigate the screening of unlicensed films. 
Many of these unlicenced films were previously held by private distributors and exhibitors, in 
which case there were left in their possession for the time being, presumably until the 
authorities managed to work out a deal with the Americans. The new authorities also 
collected a number of films left by Germans, mostly in Belgrade and Zagreb film offices and 
military institutions. The ‗found‘ or confiscated films included those stolen in Greece by the 
Germans and those intended for the entertaining of German troops. 
 
 The largest number of films were found a few weeks after the liberation of Belgrade 
in a cellar chamber. They were accidentally discovered by a group of boys from the old-town 
suburb of Dorćol (Šarac‘s interview with Novaković in 1984, cited in Ranković 2004: 12, 
Tirnanić 1987:112). These films included pre-war American, French, British and Italian films 
that were confiscated by the Nazis in 1941. Before the boys managed to sell off all of the film 
stock to shoemakers, comb-makers and other ‗tradies‘ in need of plastics, the authorities 
found out and ‗saved‘ the rest of the films. These films together with the rest of confiscated 
films, as we shall see in the subsequent chapters, were to become a staple of Yugoslavia‘s 
exhibition sector between 1945 and 1948.
3
  
 
The American media provides us with further clues about the extent of unlicensed 
Western films in post-war Yugoslavia. According to Variety and The New York Times at the 
                                                 
3
 The films‘ contingent origin and nature of their path from a forgotten cellar to the 
main attraction reminds us how seemingly small and insignificant events can start a causal 
chain that would mark the trajectory of a whole industry for years to come. 
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time, unlicensed American films in Yugoslavia were starting to be appropriated by Yugoslav 
authorities against the will of American distributors sometime in the first half of 1945 (see 
New York Times 14
th
 September 1945 and Variety 14
th
 June 1945; 14
th
 September 1945, and 
21
st
 August 1946). The Hollywood majors‘ reactions to this were reported in Variety on the 
14
th
 September 1945 with claims that Yugoslav officials had confiscated an ―undetermined 
number of films‖ from the representatives of Fox, Paramount, Warner and MGM in Zagreb, 
Croatia. The FEY was accused of taking illegal possession of pre-war films as well as newly 
released ones held by the Office of War Information (OWI). George Weltner, the President of 
Paramount International, derided the action as ―confiscatory fascism‖. 
 
Before and after this reaction, however, there were indications that the US OWI, 
after initial rejections, allowed the Yugoslavs to screen the unlicensed films in order to get 
some of its propaganda material onto Yugoslav screens. Thus, in June 1945 the chief of the 
OWI, Elmer Davis, reported on the activities in Europe where the OWI was supposed to get 
American films onto European screens in order to both revive the American presence in those 
markets and to spread pro-American propaganda (Variety 14
th
 June 1945). Films used for this 
purpose showed ―Europeans what the war in Pacific is like‖ or were designed ―to convince 
Europeans that there is a food shortage in the US as well as in Europe‖. The OWI reported 
difficulties in reviving the presence of American films in markets controlled by government 
monopolies in Eastern Europe. They reported how it was especially difficult to make 
commercial contracts in such countries.  
 
The OWI further stated that in Yugoslavia it ―has been forced to do business with 
the government film monopol[y]‖. The OWI, Davis said, was opposed to such practices, but 
―nothing can be done at the present‖. It was later reported that Yugoslav officials made a 
―quick deal with four officials who at one time represented American distributors there‖ 
before action could be taken by these distributors. Thus, it seems that the American 
government officials overrode the concerns and interests of the American distributors in order 
to be able to perform their propaganda function. Like the Yugoslav State, the US government 
was here prioritizing urgent propaganda interests over their long-term ideological and 
economic interests. While it was not acting in the context of scarcity, the US government 
policy was dominated by short-term politics, just like the Yugoslav one. That it had done so 
in contradiction to its economic interests and ideology only shows the power of short-term 
politics to influence policy, regardless of which side of the ―Iron Curtain‖ it took place.  
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While the exact level of cooperation by American officials or legality of Yugoslav 
actions remain ambiguous, more important for the purposes of this thesis is that these reports 
confirm that the acquisition of ‗unlicensed‘ films occurred in the first half of 1945. 
 
 
 
Complexity, Contingency and Path Dependence in the Military Administration Period 
In this short period two processes that were to prove important for the direction of Yugoslav 
film policy in the years and decades ahead were initiated. Firstly, the conflictual nature of the 
relations between the major film centres had its origins in this period. Secondly the 
commercialisation of the box office became an important priority of the SFE as part of and 
alongside its need to secure a national audience and public for State propaganda. In the 
military administration period the localising and commercialist logics of action were 
dominated by the centralist and ideological tendencies but, importantly, they were present 
and accommodated from the start.  
 
The subsequent conflict between the major film centres (and therefore Republican 
governments) had its origins in the geographical location of the cities that were liberated 
early and the urgency with which the authorities wanted to organize the production, 
distribution, exhibition and import of films. It echoed the issues of (de)centralisation that 
plagued the pre-war period as well as the post-war plans. De-centralisation gradually became 
one of the main issues that Yugoslav State institutional designers had to deal with.   
 
But for the CPY and the Partizans at the time, however, organizing film activities 
was an urgent issue for other reasons. They not only needed to get their hands on production 
equipment and the personnel to produce films that would position themselves as the key 
player in the liberation of Yugoslavia but they needed to find and collect the films left behind 
by the German authorities. They needed to start screening feature films, because these were 
to be the drawcard for audiences who could then be ‗forced‘ to watch short propagandistic 
news reports, newsreels or various educational films aimed at securing the legitimacy of the 
CPY as the legitimate Yugoslav state in waiting.  
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The Serbian Film Section personnel were the only readily available, experienced, 
organized and ideologically-correct people able to perform these two tasks at the time. In the 
process, they established the first Federal film agencies, as well as the main directions of their 
further evolution. This contingency, however, set off a path dependent evolution of the 
relations between the Serbian Republic and Federal agencies with regular exhanges of 
administrative personnel between them a common element. This set the scene for the later 
continuation of this practice of interchangeability in later periods—in the late 1940s, for 
instance, the personnel of Serbian Avala and Federal Zvezda production companies seemed 
almost interchangeable. Unsurprisingly given this history most of the early feature films were 
also produced in Belgrade (9 out of 13 until 1951) and many filmmakers were sent from 
Belgrade to foreign countries for film education.  
 
This close relationship between the Federal and Serbian agencies established in this 
initial period continued beyond it and shaped the perception on the part of the Slovenian and 
Croatian film centres once they were established that they were outsiders rather than insiders 
with respect to the Federal operations. As long as both Serbian and Federal film activities 
were centred in Belgrade in this closely connected fashion, it is easy to see how Serbian 
agencies and their interests were often equated with Federal interests by actors in the other 
Republican film centres. They felt that they were being overshadowed by the sheer size of the 
nation‘s capital and the investment and cultural/art networking there. Those in the film 
enterprises of the other Republics, particularly Slovenia and Croatia, felt that any Belgrade-
centred Federal policy would discriminate against them in their competition with Serbian film 
enterprises over national film production resources.  Consequently they pushed for a film 
industry based on the cultural autonomy promised by the constitutional and governmental 
system. Issues such as the control over financing of Republican production, the location of 
studios and laboratories, and distribution rights largely became the grounds on which 
decentralisation and centralisation, liberal and developmentalist logics would be fought. It 
was to evolve into one of the essential characteristics of the Yugoslav film industry.   
 
The second process with roots in this period that was gradually to transform the film 
industry was the commercialisation of the box office in the form of confiscated or 
‗unlicensed‘ films. The role of unlicensed Western films in the Yugoslav film market in the 
first years of the post-war period was conditioned by several factors. First, there was an 
urgent need for films to revive the film distribution and exhibition networks, and to serve as 
121 
 
vehicles for government propaganda in the form of newsreels. The political imperative of 
propaganda at this crucial time (elections were to take place in November 1945), therefore, 
dominated in the short term over CPY‘s ideological plans to use film to help create a new 
Socialist citizen. Since they were not able to draw the sufficient audience to cinema theatres 
with Soviet films only, especially in towns and cities, the film authorities used Western films.  
 
The economic imperative also supported the use of Western films. In order to raise 
funds for cinefication, in times of extreme post-war scarcity and prioritization of more 
important tasks of rebuilding basic infrastructure, the film industry people had to make 
money from what they had available. Confiscated films were an obvious choice, since they 
were able to keep all the profits. The American film distributors and those of other Western 
countries protested but, at this time, the West and Yugoslavia were ideological and political 
enemies, not to mention in significant disagreement on economic and military grounds. 
Furthermore, at this time both the British and the Hollywood were insistent on profit-sharing 
deals and payment in dollars and pounds - conditions that were particularly onerous to 
Yugoslavia and other Eastern bloc countries whose basic infrastructures had been ruined by 
the war. 
 
Furthermore, given the time factor involved in negotiating film import contracts and 
processing of films for domestic market (e.g. censoring and subtitling), the film industry 
administrators had to focus on films that were already in the country. These also included 
films that British and Soviet military agencies had with them in Belgrade and shared as a 
token of good will and solidarity. The number of such films was, however, relatively scarce. 
Consequently the SFE tried to obtain licences for confiscated or unlicensed Western films, 
whose presence was a result of contingent events. With no new deals with the West in 
prospect and with the Soviet films increasingly proving unprofitable and not enough of a 
drawcard for the (urban) audience, the SFE eventually decided to start screening the 
unlicensed films. Unlike the more ideo-politically correct Western films that they might have 
chosen if they had the finances or if the contract deal was to their liking, these unlicensed 
films were relatively ‗commercial‘ in the sense that they possessed ‗bourgeois‘ values. They 
included, for example, Tarzan films and a John Brown Western (Miloradović 2012: 269-
271). 
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Political and economic short-term imperatives, coupled with circumstances around 
foreign relations, the legacy of audience preferences and contingency of the manner in which 
films were found and confiscated, came to dominate any ideological plans the CPY had in the 
film sector in the immediate post-war years. While the power of short-term politics over 
ideology (and economic interests) is perhaps a historical norm, in this case it also constituted 
the beginning of a commercial logic of action in Yugoslav film exploitation. It should be 
remembered that this commercial logic was at this time supported by, and seen as a pragmatic 
means of securing, the ideo-political ends of Socialist propaganda in the form of audiences 
for the newsreels. At a moment when the Yugoslav State was at its most ideological 
commercial logic started to assert itself as the best means to secure not only State 
ideological-propaganda ends but as a means of best accomplishing the cinefication policy.  
  
In this chapter, the start of the process of commercialisation and problems of 
(de)centralisation is described without presuming their continuation and institutionalization. 
For the time being the localising and commercialist logic of action were subordinate to the 
centralist and ideological principles of the State administration of film industry, but they 
made inroads into the institutional system. The next chapter investigates how these processes 
fared in the period of civilian administration of Yugoslav film industry.  
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Chapter 6 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving to De-centralisation and Commercialisation: The Film Settlement 
of the Civilian ‘Administrative Period’ (July 1945 – June 1946) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
This chapter investigates the evolution of the film industry in the first year of civilian 
administration. It especially focuses on the competing centralisers and localisers and their 
logics of action and how these competing interests and logics intersected with commercialist 
and ideological interests and logics. It argues that due to a combination of pressures, some of 
which had started in the preceding period, the localisers and commercialist currents increased 
their significance while still remaining subordinate to centralist interests and ideological 
logics of action.  
 
The civilian administration of the film industry started with the establishment of the 
Film Enterprise of Yugoslavia (FEY) in the place of SFE. The first part of this chapter details 
how the establishment of a new institutional system for the film industry embodied a 
particular unstable settlement between centralisers‘ and localisers‘ logics of action which was 
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almost immediately challenged. It argues that while the centralisers‘ logic was dominant in 
every sector, the localisers‘ logic was influential from the beginning. Thus, FEY controlled 
the Republican film agencies in the production and distribution sectors, but a degree of 
operational and financial autonomy were granted to the Republican agencies. In exhibition, 
FEY was the exclusive supplier of films. It controlled the majority of cinemas 
administratively. It ran licensing and set the pricing of tickets. However, local governments 
owned and ran cinema theatres under the supervision of FEY. Further, a significant portion of 
exhibition was still owned by private owners in this period, despite FEY‘s campaign for 
nationalization. In skills acquisition and education, centralist logics were also dominant in 
that the first film students were sent to the USSR and Czechoslovakia with intention of 
returning to work in the Federal Film Centre in Belgrade. However—and despite the 
personnel-sharing policy—the filmmakers from the other principal film centres of Zagreb and 
Ljubljana did not move to Belgrade.  
 
These resistances were by the end of the period examined here not only tolerated but 
to a significant extent endorsed. This makes the point that the Federal policy was not to make 
the Belgrade film centre dominant immediately through an abrupt transfer of existing 
capabilities from other film centres. Rather the intent was to create this Federal and therefore 
Belgrade dominance gradually, through the faster growth of Belgrade film operations 
achieved by national government investment. These processes were characterized by 
conflicts between the proponents of the two competing logics, complicated by historical 
legacy of relations between the different cities that were their principal hosts. It is argued that 
the resistances of the localisers at the Republican film centres were rewarded with further 
gains in the first half of 1946, after these conflicts within the film industry reached the 
Central Committee of the CPY. By the end of this period, FEY, Republican interests and the 
Federal Government were working on reforms of the film industry aimed at establishing 
workable relations between the film centres. 
 
The second part of this chapter investigates the relations between commercialism 
and ideo-political correctness in Yugoslav film import policy in 1945/1946. It describes the 
initial intention of Yugoslav film administrators to keep the screens as ideologically correct 
as possible. Vladimir Dedijer‘s analysis of Hollywood serves to illustrate their policy 
thinking. However, several material factors re-directed these plans. Due to a range of factors, 
FEY not only continued to screen unlicensed and often ‗strictly commercial‘ Western films, 
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but also continued to look for contracts with Western distributors, insisting on ‗flat-fee‘ long-
term rental deals. FEY did this in order to keep the industry financially viable. It was focused 
on financial viability because of the need to accomplish its main tasks of cinefication and 
ideo-political correctness at a time of economic scarcity and ideo-political pressures.  
 
As I will show the pressure of financial scarcity made the spending of hard currency 
on films economically and politically unacceptable due to the competing prioritization of 
reconstruction efforts. Second, the material costs of the expansion of distribution and 
exhibition network to meet the goals of the cinefication policy put significant pressure on the 
film administration‘s budget while at the same time increasing the need for more films with 
loger rental periods. Third, the political pressures to screen ideo-politically correct but less 
popular Soviet films had led to an expensive profit-sharing deal with the Soviets—revenues 
needed to be found to compensate for losses associated with Soviet film screening.  
  
Due to these pressures, the FEY continued to screen confiscated films, including 
strictly commercial ones. However, with these running out and an increased demand for 
films, there was a need for more film imports. The Yugoslav importer would have preferred 
to purchase ideo-politically correct or ‗socially critical‘ films that were at the same time 
commercially successful, but these were typically controlled by the Hollywood Majors. 
However, the Yugoslav importer and Hollywood majors were still unable to come to a 
mutually satisfactory agreement, at first because of the latter‘s insistence on rental deals that 
were considered too prohibitive, especially regarding the loss of hard currency, and later due 
to their boycott of the Yugoslav market. Instead, the Yugoslav film import monopoly sought 
contracts with ‗independent‘ American producers and distributors and other Western 
suppliers. Since these suppliers had a relatively small pool of desired ‗socially critical‘ or 
‗serious‘ films to choose from, FEY started acquiring their commercial films as well.  
 
This part concludes by arguing that, if it was not for the economic pressures 
associated with the Soviet contract, general economic difficulties, and the Hollywood 
Majors‘ intransigence over titles and rental agreements, commercial Western films would 
probably have been kept out of the Yugoslav film market. But in the circumstances outlined 
below Western commercial films were deemed necessary to keep the industry financially 
viable to secure State ends. Taken together, these factors led to a box office and an import 
policy that was balanced between the ideological and commercial logics of action. 
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Institutional Evolution of Yugoslav Film Idustry and Relations between Centralism and 
Autonomism in the FEY Period 
The switch from the SFE to civil administrative period was designed by the Ministry for 
Education, which was in direct administrative control of the film industry. Its general 
secretary, Vladislav Ribnikar, filed the ‗white paper‘ – the ‗Order on the Establishment of the 
Film Enterprise of Yugoslavia (FEY)‘ – on the 22nd May 1945 (Archive of Yugoslavia, 22nd 
May 1945). The eventual legislation published in July (Official Gazette, 3
rd
 July 1945) and 
the policy based on this document shaped the main issues of film industry evolution that this 
thesis investigates.  
 
The internal organization of the FEY consisted of departments for distribution, 
cinema network, production of feature and educational films, production of documentaries 
and newsreels, and a general department. Further, the executive director of the FEY was 
appointed by the Minister for Education in agreement with the President of the Council of 
Ministries. Agitprop continued its advisory role in the design of film policy and provided 
oversight of its enactment. Importantly, the Director of FEY had a right to make further 
institutional changes within his agency with the approval of the Minister for Education. Thus, 
the FEY management was expected to plan and direct the institutional reforms within a 
framework overseen by the Ministry of Education. Thus, a level of internal control over the 
institutional development of the Yugoslav film industry was given to FEY at its 
establishment.  
 
FEY‘s official tasks were determined in Article 2 as: to import foreign films as an 
exclusive national import monopoly; to produce feature, documentary and short films, and 
newsreels; to organize national distribution of imported and local films; and to establish a 
network of cinemas and mobile screens. For this purpose, it was proposed that all the 
resources and enterprises of the film industry that were in the possession of the State be 
placed under the control and ownership of FEY. The organisation was also charged with 
ensuring that the allocation of films for distribution to Republics be fair. It was to set rental 
prices for cinemas and the type of deal (percentage or flat-fee) with both cinema exhibitors 
and (foreign) distributors. Thus, the FEY was placed in control of every sector of the film 
industry by the sheer size of its operations, by its monopoly over import and distribution, and 
by its legislative and executive powers. 
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The first director of the FEY was the surrealist writer Aleksandar Vučo. Before the 
war, along with other surrealists, he found himself under attack from the more dogmatic 
‗social literature‘ group led by Radovan Zogović. The surrealists, however, were not ‗purged‘ 
from the CPY. They simply merged into the mainstream faction. Allegedly Vučo was 
appointed by Tito himself (Goulding 2002: 3). By all accounts, he was pragmatic, hard-
working, mild-mannered and both sympathetic to film artists and co-operative with the 
Government and Agitprop at the same time. FEY‘s first director was neither a dogmatic 
proponent of ‗Socialist realism‘ nor a strict centraliser (see Đilas 1985, Đukić 1987, Pogačić 
1983). 
 
In terms of the (de)centralisation of structures, the Order, while centralist in nature, 
allowed a degree of Republican localisation in production and distribution. The Order 
suggested that FEY should have a central office in Belgrade with the ―possibility‖ of 
transferring distribution and production and other duties to Republican ‟directorates‟, should 
the Republican governments be in agreement with the establishment of such offices. Thus, a 
degree of operational autonomy in distribution and production sectors was envisaged from 
the start. This would primarily relate to Slovenia and Croatia since they possessed industry 
capabilities and experience (Ranković 2004: 26). It might be noted that in the Yugoslav 
administrative system of the time, ‗directorates‘ were branch offices whose role was to 
coordinate between the enterprises and their industry‘s Ministries. They were especially 
concerned with advising the enterprises on technical issues of production (Woodward 1995: 
72).  
 
Furthermore, Article 5 of the Order of the Establishment of FEY declared that 10% 
of profits achieved in a given Republic should be allocated to the film directorate/office of 
that Republic for the purposes of cinefication and film production according to its own plans. 
This important part of the legislation gave the Republican film agencies a degree of both 
allocational autonomy and commercial incentive. Its effects were furthered by Article 18 of 
the Rulebook which determined that the profits achieved by such Republican productions, 
whether distributed in or outside that Republic, would be compensated by the FEY to the 
Republican directorate according to the deal they made for each film (Official Gazette, 31
st
 
July 1945). In effect, the Republican Directorates had the incentive to make profits in its 
distribution and exhibition network in order to produce more films and build more 
infrastructures and thereby create more profits. Since it was where the money could be made 
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this Republican distribution of films became the crucial sector for Republican plans in film 
production and overall development of film capabilities. Such an incentive contributed to the 
evolution of a „commercial‟ logic of action within the Republican film agencies, while at the 
same time linking it to the more political ‗cultural‘ strategy of de-centralisation at the 
Republican level. Therefore, in production and distribution sectors the centralist and ideo-
political logics of action were initially dominant, but shared the institutional space with the 
localisers‘ and commercialist logic.  
 
In the exhibition sector, the film policy strategy was one of centrally controlled 
monopolistic expansion within a context of local ownership and operation. This expansion 
followed two directions. First the cinema network was to be expanded by repairing existing 
cinema theatres and building new ones in accordance with the policy of cinefication. Second, 
the FEY aimed to gain ―full control‖ of private and all other cinemas (Ranković 2004: 36). In 
order to do so, FEY successfully lobbied the government to speed up the process of cinema 
theatre nationalization (Ranković 2004: 34). For example, in the ‗Reform Proposal‘ in April 
1946, FEY suggested ways in which the cinemas in private ownership could be expeditiously 
appropriated (Archive of Yugoslavia, April 1
st
 1946). Since the Law on Nationalisation still 
had not been applied to small enterprises and services, the advice to the Director of the FEY 
was to use three possible legal ways to nationalize cinemas. First, a cinema could be 
nationalized if its owners were proven guilty of ‗economic cooperation with the occupiers‘. 
This could be proved if the cinema owners had shown German and Italian feature films and 
shown newsreels ‗glorifying the successes of the enemy army‘ for profit. Second, a cinema 
could be nationalized when its owners failed to pay rentals of FEY-distributed films. And 
third, cinemas could be confiscated in circumstances of tax evasion. Prosecuting each of 
these three measures vigorously could, it was felt, bring a significant number of privately 
owned cinemas under State control.  
 
In addition, in a series of letters, on the 22
nd
 January, 14
th
 of March and 25
th
 April 
1946, the FEY asked the Presidency of the Government to change the legislation or further 
specify the ‗Order‘ that preceded the ‗Reform‘ (Archive of Yugoslavia, January 22nd, March 
14
th
 and April 25
th
 1946). FEY was particularly concerned about the ways in which local 
authorities were transferring control of cinemas to various social organizations, with private 
owners avoiding confiscation by leasing them to such organizations. As a result of this 
intercession, it was decided that all film enterprises, whether in production, distribution or 
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exhibition of film that were in the possession of the State or were to be in her possession in 
the future, would be transferred to FEY‘s ownership. Further, FEY would be the licensing 
office for any new cinema theatres. Importantly, the nationalized cinemas obtained in this 
fashion were then to be transferred to the newly established exhibition enterprises, under the 
control of FEY but owned and operated by the local council governments. In major cities that 
had more than a few screens, the tendency was to agglomerate these cinemas into the one 
local chain. Such big-city chains would become the most profitable part of the exhibition 
sector. 
 
Although the local councils owned and operated the cinemas, the Federal 
Government still controlled the conditions under which they did so. Thus, ticket pricing 
policy was placed under central control and applied nationally. The Determination of Prices 
of Cinema Tickets for the Whole Country undertaken by the Ministry for Trade and Supply 
divided cinemas into three categories (Official Gazette, 11
th
 May 1945, Решење о 
одређивању цена биоскопским улазницама за целу земљу). Category One included 
cinemas in Belgrade and other large cities such as Zagreb and Ljubljana which had premier 
cinemas charging between 8-13 dinars per ticket and second-run cinemas charging 6-10 
dinars. Category Two consisted of cinemas in regional administrative centres (i.e. small to 
medium towns) charging 6-10 dinars, and Category Three consisted of cinemas in all other 
locations which would charge 4-8 dinars. A minimum 25% of the cheapest and maximum of 
15% of the most expensive tickets were obligatory in each category.  
 
The ticket pricing policy was explicitly developed to be in accordance with the logic 
of egalitarian development, with audiences in urban centres with comfortable theatres 
subsidizing their fellow citizens in the poorer regions and less comfortable theatres. 
Importantly, while the ticket pricing policy of 1945 was categorized according to the 
proximity to urban centres and quality of theatres, it applied equally to the whole country 
without Republican variation. In other words, the ticket pricing policy was dominated by the 
logic of national cinefication over Republican cultural and art sector autonomy. Furthermore, 
it took into account economic differences based on a rural-urban rather than Republican 
divides.  
 
The FEY‘s efforts in building new and nationalizing the existing cinemas resulted in 
the expansion of the cinema network to 631 screens by 1946, up from 520 in 1945, with 
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roughly half of these screens in Serbia alone (Miloradović 2012: 69, Obradović 1996: 111, 
Ranković 2004: 133). The number of cinemas in private hands decreased. In the wave of 
nationalization in 1946, for example, five of Belgrade‘s cinemas were nationalized and 11 
were sequestrated, pending decision on their status (Paramentić 1995: 285).  
 
The process of nationalizing cinemas was ―finalized‖ as part of the general wave of 
nationalization legislated for in April 1948 (Official Gazette, 29
th
 April 1948). More than 100 
cinemas remained in private hands by the end of the FEY period, however. This meant that in 
this period cinemas were divided between private and State ownership on the one hand; and 
between the Central Government control and Local Government ownership and operational 
autonomy on the other hand. Similar to the production and distribution sectors, the exhibition 
sector was balanced between the dominant centralist and subordinate localisers‘ logics of 
action. These findings contribute to our understanding of the gradual and complex nature of 
the evolution of the post-war film industry in Yugoslavia. In the supposedly strictly 
centralised period before the Crisis there was substantial private ownership and local 
ownership of cinemas. 
 
The competition between the centralisers‘ and localisers‘ logic of action stirred 
emotions and created conflicts between its proponents employed in the principal film centres. 
As we have observed in the previous chapter, in the post-war Yugoslav film industry 
administration, the issue of (de)centralisation was complicated by the path dependent 
relations between the Republics and between the Republics and the Federal Government. 
This was perhaps to be expected, especially given not only the pre-war legacy but also the 
traumatic nature of Yugoslav experience during World War II. The conflicts and 
disagreements were typically between the Belgrade-based ‗centralisers‘ and Ljubljana and 
Zagreb-based ‗localisers‘.  
 
Contemporary Serbian historian Miloradović argues that the Communist authorities 
were willing to tolerate the latter in the Croatian sector of the film industry in order to 
appease the localisation sentiments within the Croatian Communist Party and because the 
pool of technically competent film workers was severely limited at this time (Miloradović 
2010a). He describes in depth how tense the relations were between the offices in Belgrade 
and Zagreb. Many of the film workers in the Zagreb office were the same people that had 
kept their employment during the Nazi occupation. Furthermore they had been involved in 
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working on newsreels and other films made for Nazi propaganda. This group included 
director Oktavijan Miletić, editor Branko Marjanović,  scriptwriters Josip Horvat and Milan 
Katić, sound engineers Albert Pregernik and Albert Scherenzel, composer Boris Papandopulo 
and others (Miloradović 2010a: 71).  
 
Their continuing employment was tolerated for several reasons. First, they hid the 
filming material and equipment from the retreating Nazis. They had filmed their retreat and 
the victorious advance of the Partizans into the city (Miloradović 2010a: 71). They then 
handed over this material to the victors, who were in urgent need of the propaganda material 
and equipment. Through this notable act they had confirmed their commitment to the new 
State. More importantly, however, the new authorities lacked experienced film artists and 
technicians. Since the authorities tended to be more flexible and tolerant in sectors with 
material and skill constraints in general (Đilas 1985), the Croatian film workers were kept on 
despite their Nazi collaboration. This also happened on the Serbian side though to a lesser 
degree. Serbian cameraman Stevan Mišković was one of the most prolific post-war 
filmworkers in the Directorate for Serbia, despite his being a Nazi ―collaborator‖ during 
WWII (Savković 1998: 202). Most of the administrators and film artists in Belgrade, 
however, were veteran Partizans. Not surprisingly, this very different experience of the war 
on the two sides generated suspicion and resentment which inevitably showed up in and 
shaped the relationship between the two Directorates. 
   
Another factor that possibly caused the new authorities to be more lenient with film 
workers is the industry-like character of film production‘s craft occupations in which most 
film workers (camera, sound, editing, film processing, art direction and set design etc) have 
little to do with the content of the film or its socio-political message. This meant they were 
regarded as technicians rather than intellectual workers. The production of a film depends on 
them, but not its character. Like the blue-collar workers on the printing press, they were 
found easier to forgive for keeping employment during the occupation. 
 
A further contributor to tensions between Directorates was the system of internal 
competition then in place whereby the State-controlled agencies of Yugoslav socio-economic 
system were given tasks, rules and plans of activities by the relevant authorities. Their 
success was measured by the quality, speed and rate of execution of planned tasks and 
resulting outcomes. Additionally they were benchmarked against similar agencies in other 
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Republics. For example, an economic unit such as the Zagreb office of FEY was given tasks, 
goals and due dates to fulfil in competition with other such units in its industry, namely the 
Serbian and Slovenian Directorates. Thus, the system of internal competition that 
characterized the Yugoslav economy at the time inadvertently created conditions that 
contributed to conflicts between the film centres and disposed them against sharing and 
collaboration. Combined with the resentments from before the war and especially during it, 
the Belgrade and Zagreb film centres were always likely to exhibit some animosity.  
  
Possibly the first open conflict between the central FEY office and the Directorate 
for Croatia occurred on 24
th
 September 1945, when Vladislav Nojhaus, a technician from the 
Serbian Directorate of the Administration of State Cinemas reported the Croatian Directorate 
to the FEY for allegedly hiding material allocated for renovation of cinemas in Serbia 
(Miloradović 2010a:71-2). One of the directors of FEY (M. Pavlović) in response then 
reported to the management board of the FEY in words which clearly show the resentments 
and distrust elaborated above:  
 
They think that they have the right to benefit even now from the fact 
that the ‗Independent Croatia‘, during this war, under the Ustasha 
regime, was on the German side; so that they can keep the material 
goods, gained through close cooperation with the enemy, only for 
themselves (Archive of Yugoslavia, 24
th
 September 1945, italics 
added). 
 
In view of the competition system, it is perhaps not surprising that some cheating by 
managers facing such incentives would occur, and it was certainly the subject of many local 
and national anecdotes at the time. However, the memory of the Croatian filmworkers ‗close 
cooperation‘ with the Nazis and the benefits they gained from this association were quickly 
and angrily raised at an incident that could have been interpreted as a simple example of local 
‗sticky fingers‘. This incident usefully exhibits the intensity of post-war resentment. Other 
incidents of similar intensity occurred occasionally, including an accusation filed on 5
th
 
September 1946 by the chief of the newsreels production Vojislav Nanović that the 
technicians from the Croatian Directorate intentionally ruined the documentary filmed 
material (Archive of Yugoslavia, 5
th
 September 1946). The relations between Zagreb and 
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Belgrade film centres clearly carried the additional burden of their different experiences of 
WWII.  
                 
The skills acquisition and personnel policy was another sphere in which localisers‘ 
and centralisers‘ logics competed. The acquisition of skills was an important part of building 
production capabilities in the FEY period. It entailed co-operation with experts and schools 
from other Socialist countries, principally Czechoslovakia and the USSR. These activities 
were a direct consequence of the conclusion to an October 1945 three-day meeting of the 
administrative council of the FEY which called for a new crop of film artists and technicians 
(Ranković 2004: 83). Ranković argues that authorities had to compromise by including 
existing personnel in the development, while keeping an eye on their behaviour. Until more 
‗politically correct‘ experts were produced, those that were treated with a level of suspicion 
were tolerated. As it was put at the time: ―we are directed towards people that are experts, but 
do not have a clear past. Therefore we need to supervise them and prepare the new 
personnel‖ (cited in Ranković 2004: 84). The education plan for the Yugoslav film industry 
involved educating film technicians and artists at the Federal level first. Then this trained 
cadre would work in either Federal or Republican film enterprises carrying with them the 
responsibility to educate further personnel in the Republican territories that their enterprises 
belonged to. Each Republic was to report its personnel needs for consideration by the Central 
Office. 
 
Given there were no film schools in Yugoslavia at the time some categories of film 
artists and technicians had to have their education abroad. The first group of 17 Yugoslav 
students was sent to the Barrandov Film Studio in Czechoslovakia in December 1945 and 
January 1946. Those sent had been active in the Yugoslav film industry. They were sent for  
one-year specialization courses in a variety of technical occupations that would enable them 
to work in film studios, laboratories and technical shops (Perišić 2012: 223, 254, 458-63). All 
17 were based in Serbia. Upon their return to Yugoslavia, they (re)joined their film 
production unira. As we shall see later, features of this training policy were continued in 1947 
and 1948. This illustrated the FEY‘s centralist logic of developing the production capabilities 
in Belgrade before other centres. In the case of local education, in mid-1946, the FEY also 
organized another 3-month course for camera operators in Belgrade (Archive of Yugoslavia, 
25
th
 April 1946).  
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The Soviet film In the mountains of Yugoslavia, the first post-war feature film 
produced in Yugoslavia, was not only a concrete expression of solidarity in the Soviet-
Yugoslav relationship it was also taken up as an important training opportunity for Yugoslav 
film workers to develop the skills required for future feature film production. Directed by 
Abraham Room from Georgi Mdivani‘s script the feature was filmed in 1945 and 1946. 
Initially, the Yugoslav government wanted the Vasillev brothers, the creators of the box 
office hit Chapayev in the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, to direct. Eventually they settled on 
Room and Mdivani. The resulting ‗Socialist realist‘ film was immediately disliked, if 
grudgingly accepted, by the Yugoslav authorities for its not-so-subtle messages of Stalin‘s 
primacy over Tito and the allegedly inflated role it gave to the Soviets in the Yugoslav 
resistance movement. Although there are indications that the film was to be an official co-
production, it was ultimately treated as an exclusively Soviet production (Miloradović 2010a: 
78-9). Thus, at the tenth anniversary of Yugoslav film in 1955, held under Tito‘s patronage, 
this film was not included in the official Yugoslav filmography (Miloradović 2002: 101)! 
 
The film‘s most important role was that it served as a vehicle to develop the skill 
sets of Yugoslav filmmakers. Each of the Soviet film artists or technicians involved in the 
production had several Yugoslav ‗apprentices‘ working with them and shepherding them 
through the production process. Many of the first post-war filmmakers took part in this 
formulaic production, including soon-to-be-directors Vjekoslav Afrić, Radoš Novaković, 
Gustav Gavrin and Jovan Popović, and other film specialists such as Ţorţ Skrigin and Anton 
Smeh. Working within a ‗Socialist realist‘ aesthetic on this film these Yugoslav filmmakers, 
perhaps unsurprisingly, initially tried to apply this aesthetic they had learned in their first 
films.   
  
Another important source of skills acquisition was the production of newsreels, 
shorts and documentaries in the Republican Directorates of Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia. Six 
were produced in 1945 (3 in Serbia, 2 in Croatia, 1 in Slovenia) and 21 in the first half of 
1946 (12 in Serbia, 5 in Croatia and 4 in Slovenia). After this point the new Federal 
Committee reorganized and renamed the directorates. Almost all of the feature filmmakers 
that were active in Yugoslavia in the late 1940s and 1950s first worked on these 
documentaries. The four of the early managers of the Film Section for Serbia (Novaković, 
Nanović, Gavrin and Popović) were among the first post-war directors of documentaries. In 
the Slovenian directorate, France Štiglic and Ivan Marinček and in Croatia Branko 
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Marjanović, Krešo Golik and Joţa Horvat led the production of documentaries. These 
filmmakers also directed 10 out of the 13 features produced in Yugoslavia between 1947 and 
1950. The Republican directorates‘ documentary production was the main method of 
filmmaker skills acquisition providing them with a feature production career start.    
 
The skills acquisition policy in the second half of 1945 illustrates the prioritization 
of the Centralist logic and consequent development of the Belgrade Film Centre. However, 
due to competition between the main three film centres over the employment of skilled 
filmmakers there was hardly any personnel sharing among them. Artistic and technical 
personnel remained exclusively within their own Republican production houses in both 1945 
and 1946 (see lists of production personnel in Ilić 1970). As we shall also discuss in the next 
chapter, in the late 1940s and throughout 1950s there was some sharing between the principal 
(Zagreb, Ljubljana, Belgrade) and secondary (Skopje, Sarajevo, Podgorica) film centres, but 
almost none between the principal centres of Belgrade and Zagreb and Ljubljana. This 
remained a feature of the Yugoslav film industry for the rest of the period under examination 
of this thesis. It illustrates the difficulty policymakers faced in developing film production as 
a specifically Yugoslav, national expression. There were, for instance, no internal co-
productions by Republican production enterprises until 1964. This was ten years after co-
productions with foreign partners started in 1954! Thus, the Republican Film Centres 
continued to resist the Centralist logic, while Belgrade actors avoided helping with the 
development of the stronger Republican centres. In this period, the Republican centres were 
allowed to keep the skills base that they already possessed, while the Federal Centre in 
Belgrade received assistance in order to become dominant. This illustrates the balance 
between the centralisers‘ and localisers‘ logics, in which the latter was tolerated while the 
former was hoped to increase its dominance through the faster growth of production 
capabilities.  
 
The established hierarchy between the forces adhering to centralisation or 
localisation did not prevent either from political manouvering aimed at further promoting 
their position and institutionalizing their gains. The competition between the two resulted in 
conflicts, some of which were referred to the inner circles of the Government. Perhaps the 
most significant and policy-shaping conflict around the issue of (de)centralisation of film 
industry administration in this period was one between AgitProp and the Croatian and 
Slovenian Film Directorates. It occurred after the meeting of FEY‘s Administrative Board in 
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October 1945 in Belgrade (Brenk 1980 in Ranković 2004:30, Lukavac 1975: 166). Ranković 
argues that the issue of relations between the FEY and the film agencies from individual 
Federal units (i.e., Republics) debated at this meeting provoked ―special attention‖, (2004: 
31). Lukavac, on the other hand, claims that the debate turned into an open political conflict 
(1975). The proceedings of the meeting were reported to Agitprop as part of normal 
procedure (Agitprop‘s officials were officially positioned on the boards of administrative 
agencies for cultural and artistic activities). On the 18
th
 November 1945, Milovan Đilas, as 
the chief of Agitprop, responded to the controversy with a letter to FEY:  
 
Here we need to point at specific separatist and problematic positions, in 
the Party and, of course, in the film organization with regards to 
questions of relations between central and regional film enterprises and 
the development of such relations. The managers of the Film Directorates 
in Croatia and Slovenia, party-members Lukovac and Brenk, argued at the 
October meetings of the Administrative Board of FEY that we should 
develop Federal Film enterprises and only later establish a central studio 
and laboratory in which we would again produce national films in all the 
languages of our peoples. These positions and practices that they would 
result in should be decisively ended… From the presentations by Lukovac 
and Brenk we have also seen that in Croatia and Slovenia newsreels and 
documentary films on themes of art and culture were produced without 
Agitprop‘s knowledge and with only partial knowledge of the FEY‘s 
central board. This practice should be decisively stopped… The Party 
shall not allow some kind of strict centralism of the central office which 
would stifle development of national film art but neither shall it allow 
separatism of [Republican] Directorates (cited in Ranković 2004:31, 
italics added). 
  
Agitprop here was attempting to reinforce its own authority and that of the central office of 
FEY by pulling the Republican Film Directorates more firmly under its control. Importantly, 
it also supported the development of a central film industrial complex before Republican film 
centres were developed. Therefore, although it accepted the need for development of 
Republican centres, the Agitprop as the central agency for arts and culture policy at this time 
wanted a centralised evolution of the young film industry. At the same time, the Republican 
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Directorates pushed for more autonomy and for the prioritization of Republican over 
Belgrade-centred film industry development.  
 
In terms of the institutional theory advanced in this thesis, the two sides (centralisers 
and localisers) promoted different and to some extent contradicting ‗logics of action‘. Each 
manoeuvred to strengthen its own position within the institutional system of film industry, 
that is, to achieve dominance as the ―general orientation‖ of actors in the system (Thelen and 
Streeck 2005: 18). In the case described above, the centralisers applied their powers towards 
achieving further dominance by deepening the path dependence of processes that promoted 
growth and power of centralised organizations and institutions. This was done by both 
channelling investments towards them in establishing a large central ‗film city‘ or blocking 
challenges by the localisers by slowing down investment in Republican film studios and 
controlling the production plans of Republican centres. The localisers, on the other hand, 
tried to change things in their favour through mechanisms of institutional displacement. This 
was expressed in their fight to open up the space for behaviour based on their preferred logic 
of action and to cultivate this logic within the existing institutional system by prioritizing 
investment in Republican film centres and defending their control over the output.  
                
Although he does not produce an assessment of its importance regarding the 
competition between centralisers and localisers, Ranković claims that since this conflict 
related to general CPY policy on the relations between Republics and the Central State it was 
further addressed at a higher level (2004: 31). It was thus settled at the level of the Party‘s 
Central Committee. Here the Slovenian members—Lidija Šentjurc, Boris Ziherl and Edvard 
Kardelj—were supposedly the most influential in reaching an agreement with Agitprop 
(Brenk 1980:49 in Ranković 2004: 31). Under the plan, the Croatian and Slovenian 
directorates were to independently produce up to three Republican newsreels annually, but 
would need to get the central office to review and approve the scripts for feature films. 
Secondly, the control of cinemas would be transferred to the Republican Film Directorates. 
These would hire films from the central office under a profit sharing deal with FEY getting 
50-60% of profits and the Republican directorates 40-50%. The profits were to be used for 
building new cinemas and developing production capacities within the Republics. 
Confirmation of the terms of this settlement with Agitprop was communicated on the 14
th
 
March 1946 by Milovan Đilas in letters to the Central Committee of the CPY, the Republican 
Directorates and the FEY‘s central office. He also sent a letter to ask the approval of the 
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Croatian and Slovenian sections of Agitprop for plans made in the settlement (Brenk in 
Ranković 2004: 31-32). In these letters, Brenk and Lukavac were also praised for resisting 
―centralist tendencies‖ (cited in Miloradović 2010a:76, Lukavac 1975: 166, Stanković 
2012:39). As noted by Miloradović and Stanković, this constituted a dramatic turnaround in 
the authorities‘ attitudes toward localisation tendencies. Although the centralisers kept the 
commitment of the Government for their continued dominance through investment in 
Belgrade's central 'film city' and control over most of the Republican production, the 
localisers managed to not only cultivate their logic of action but also gain a formal 
acknowledgement of the Government of its appropriateness within the institutional system of 
film industry. 
 
This particular episode shows us that there were high ranking proponents for both 
the centralisation and de-centralisation of the Yugoslav film industry, both within and 
outside FEY. Agitprop was certainly sensitive to these issues, but the Central Committee of 
CPY was the final forum for the settlement of such differences. The status of the actors 
involved—especially Đilas and Kardelj who, along with Ranković were considered the top 
three officials in the Central Committee of the CPY—indicate the importance issues of 
centralisation and de-centralisation in the Yugoslav film industry were for the new 
authorities in this early period. A conflict at the level of the film industry was deemed so 
crucial that its settlement had to be handled by the country‘s highest political authority.  
 
This settlement of the relations between the central FEY office and its Republican 
Directorates represented a qualified victory for localisers‘ logics of action. The Republican 
Directorates‘ share of the film exploitation income was increased at least four-fold from the 
10% determined by the FEY‘s Rulebook eight months earlier. Further, they were to gain 
control over FEY‘s exhibition network in their respective territories. In production, they 
gained autonomy from the central office for a number of newsreels, while the central office 
kept the supervision of feature film writing and all other production. Importantly, the further 
development of Republican film capacities and autonomy gained legitimacy. The alleged 
requests by Zagreb and Ljubljana for development of Republican film production facilities 
before the central ones, however, were denied as it was decided to build a Yugoslav film city 
in Belgrade as soon as possible.  
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The Agitprop-Central Committee of the CPY settlement over the conflict between 
Republican Directorates and the FEY was immediately applied in the FEY‘s official proposal 
of reforms of relations between the Republican film directorates and the central office. At the 
same time, the general organization of the film industry was decided in the same document 
(see Ranković 2004: 32-35). The proposal paper titled The Reform of Organization, 
Financing and Relations between the Enterprises in Zagreb, Ljubljana, Sarajevo, Skopje, and 
Cetinje with the Central Board Office in Belgrade by Aleksandar Vučo, the Director of the 
FEY, was handed to the Presidency of the Government of Yugoslavia on the 1
st
 April 1946 
(Archive of Yugoslavia, 1
st
 April 1946). 
 
In the proposal, the production of newsreels remained under the control of the 
central office which was obliged to establish branch offices in each Republic. The rights of 
the Slovenian and Croatian Directorates to produce additional newsreels for exhibition in 
those Republics were confirmed. The respective Republican Agitprop offices were to 
supervise the choice of subjects. The central office then decided whether to screen them 
outside the place (i.e. Republic) of their production. The production of feature films and 
documentaries was to be planned and supervised by the Art Council of FEY, and executed in 
Belgrade, Zagreb and Ljubljana. The design of the technical production plans such as the 
‗shooting schedule‘ was to use Soviet models, while remaining open to suggestions from the 
central office.  
 
The lack of technical workers at this early stage of industry development led to some 
competition between the different enterprises. Under the Reform, personnel policy was 
partially de-centralised, with Republican managements administering both the hiring and 
firing of staff while reporting these to the central office on a monthly basis. The central 
office, in its turn, reserved the right to further amend personnel (labour) policy. It also 
announced that, given their insufficient numbers, it would also facilitate exchange of film 
technicians and artists between the central office and Zagreb and Ljubljana directorates on a 
project-by-project basis in the case of feature film production. It is also revealing that, at this 
stage, FEY did not seem to distinguish between the central office in Belgrade and its Serbian 
Directorate. It assumed that they would be exchanging personnel.   
 
In line with the logic of cinefication and general egalitarian developmentalism, the 
Reform paper suggested a level of financial de-centralisation and redistribution. The 
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collection of income and funding of expenses were divided into three sectors (production, 
distribution and exhibition) and between the central office and its Republican franchises. Due 
to their inferior exhibition networks, the income from exhibition in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Montenegro and Macedonia was collected by the central office and placed into a cinefication 
fund used to build new cinemas and develop production capacities in these Republics. The 
collection of exhibition profits from Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia was performed by their 
respective Republican directorates. 20% of exhibition profits from these more developed 
Republics were marked for redistribution to the less developed Republics. The franchises in 
Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia kept 20% of distribution income and used it for the production 
of feature and documentary films since only these Republics had film production enterprises 
at this stage. The central office thus kept its dominance over Zagreb, Ljubljana and Belgrade 
Directorates financially in the distribution sector, as it had retained control over the remaining 
60% of distribution profits. 
 
With regards to financial (de)centralisation of the film industry, the Reform paper 
added further institutional changes in addition to those mapped out in the then recent 
Agitprop-Central Committee of the CPY settlement. It reduced the share of distribution 
income that Croatian, Slovenian and Serbian directorates could keep to 20% re-allocating a 
further 20% to the other three Republics. An important exception to the re-distribution 
scheme was the pool of income derived from the three premier cinema houses in Belgrade, 
and one each in Zagreb and Ljubljana. The income from these theatres was collected into a 
fund for the planned studios in these three cities. Thus, the Reform paper called for financial 
funds to be set up simultaneously in the capitals of Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia for the 
building of film studios. FEY was giving significant financial consideration to the logic of 
cultural Republican autonomy and the logic of the egalitarian national cinefication policy. It 
is another illustration of the dynamic balance between the localisers and centralisers in the 
Yugoslav post-war institutional system.  
 
With the adoption of measures from the Report, FEY was replaced by a Federal 
Committee for Cinematography in June 1946. The (de)centralisation conflict thus resulted in 
a new institutional set-up in which localisers‘ logic of action gained additional purchase. It is 
useful to note, however that this settlement did not conclude the disagreements around the 
relations between Republican and Federal film centres. For example, in October 1946 Đilas 
informed the Federal Committee that Croatian film production enterprise 'Jadran' failed to 
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submit production plans for its documentary films to the Committee for approval and then 
released one of them into exhibition before the Censorship Commission could view it and 
grant a permission. In doing so,  Đilas concluded, „it breached our categorical agreement‖ 
(cited in Doknić 2013: 81-82). He then requested that both ‗Jadran‘ and Slovenian ‗Triglav‘ 
in future supply the Committee with specific information so that it could control the script, 
costs and choice of film artists for each project. 
 
While I was unable to find out how this particular conflict has been resolved, the 
available data shows at least two things. On the one hand the Agitprop, acting in the name of 
Federal Government and Committee for Cinematography, continued to have a direct insight 
into activities of Republican centres and was quick to respond to perceived irregularities – 
thus its system of supervision was working well. On the other hand, it is clear that the 
Republican centres continued to push for their localisation agenda despite the formal rules 
and despite the federal supervision. Therefore, and as we shall see in chapter eight in further 
detail, the centralisers and localisers continued to battle it out within the new institutional set-
up. In the following section, however, we shall analyse that other great divide in the 
Yugoslav film industry—the shifting relations between commercialism and ideological logics 
of actions in the FEY period. 
 
 
 
Relations between Commercialism and Ideology in the FEY Period 
Arguably the closest the Yugoslav authorities came to a policy statement on both film 
production and acquisition and exploitation of film in the early years immediately after the 
war can be drawn from a collection of articles published in November 1945 under the title 
Notes from America by Vladimir Dedijer. Dedijer was a Partizan fighter, journalist, historian, 
and Tito‘s biographer. He was a high-ranking member of Agitprop and served on the 
management board of the Committee for Cinematography when it was established in 1946. 
He was also the editor of the main CPY-controlled daily newspaper Borba from 1946 to 
1954. He was influential in the policy-making for the film import sector and ran the 
Censorship Commission for a period. He was also a member of the Yugoslav delegation at 
the United Nation‘s founding conference in San Francisco in April and July 1945. At the 
same time, he wrote 9 investigative articles on the US, especially focussing on ‗problems of 
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freedom of speech and creative freedoms in American newspapers, film and radio‘ (Dedijer 
1945: 5). 
 
Dedijer spent a part of his time in Hollywood as a guest of actor John Garfield who 
had formed connections with Yugoslav Partizans during the war, when visiting troops in 
Italy. Garfield introduced Dedijer to other influential leftists in Hollywood. Among these was 
Pauline Lauber Finn, the secretary of the Hollywood Writers Mobilization (a section of 
Screen Writers Guild and a wartime organization that worked with the Office of War 
Information, assisting the war propaganda efforts through scriptwriting). This led to Dedijer 
being invited to watch several ‗better films‘ produced in wartime in a ‗small private cinema‘. 
He praised the films, especially Little Foxes, directed by Billy Wilder and written by Lilian 
Helman (1945: 175-77). The Hollywood Writers Mobilization was later accused of being a 
Communist dominated front and ended up on the US Attorney General's list of subversive 
organizations during the McCarthy period. 
 
Accompanied by Pauline Lauber Finn and film writer and director Abe Barowski, 
Dedijer visited Charlie Chaplin several times. Dedijer praises Chaplin and his efforts to 
break the Hollywood monopoly with United Artists. He reveals to Chaplin: ‗in Belgrade, 
which was still smoking from the battle with Germans, amongst the first films we showed 
was your Circus I‟ (1928, United Artists, Charlie Chaplin Prods; Dedijer 1945: 207-08). 
Chaplin expressed his admiration of the Partizan‘s war efforts and told Dedijer of his plans 
to make Monsieur Verdoux (1947) (203-204). Dedijer also writes about the anti-Chaplin 
campaign, which he describes as so successful that Chaplin barely left his house in those 
days. In his article, Dedijer provides an insight into his (and that of the Yugoslav film 
administration circles) understanding of ideo-political correctness and incorrectness 
represented by Chaplin on one side and Hollywood on the other:  
 
These calculated attacks were not only aimed at Chaplin as a great 
actor-democrat, who so decisively greeted the victories of the Red 
Army, who so courageously spoke at the public ‗meetings‘ in America 
and called for an opening of the second front in Europe, but it was 
also a campaign against Chaplin as actor-artist, one of the greatest 
men of our time, against his understanding of art, which was 
becoming more holistic and powerful, acquiring its strongest 
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expression in the most recent Chaplin film – Dictator. In this film 
there is not just – as in earlier Chaplin‘s works – the little man who, 
oppressed by everyone, consistently, albeit passively, defends the 
principle of human dignity; the little man who manages to survive the 
struggles of life but never accomplishes his dreams. In Dictator, 
Chaplin the little man grows into Chaplin the hero. In Dictator, as in 
his earlier films – masterpieces of our time – Chaplin gives us life as it 
is, enters its problems, but Chaplin the little man will not and cannot 
keep quiet; he symbolically stops his practice of silent films, and for 
the first time he speaks in the Dictator in order to courageously brand 
Hitler and Mussolini in the days before the world war when every 
such word had an enormous meaning for the difficult years that were 
coming. To step out with such an understanding of art, to articulate it 
in such high artistic manner in a scream against fascism and darkness, 
meant entering into the sights of the most shameless attacks from 
American reactionary circles, especially those in Hollywood who 
were able to tolerate Chaplin the little man, but Chaplin the hero 
represented an attack on their basic interests, on their vulgarization of 
art, on that which everywhere in the world brought such glory to 
Hollywood. (Dedijer 1945: 203-204) 
 
In effect, Dedijer here argues that it is the ‗vulgarization of art‘ that makes Hollywood films 
popular ‗everywhere‘. By praising Chaplin, he announces the artistic direction of the 
Yugoslav film import sector. Further, Dedijer categorises the forces and individuals 
involved in the ideo-political struggle fought out in Hollywood:  
 
Hollywood is a town where progressive and reactionary forces are 
involved in an unusually intense fight. In the hands of the reaction 
there are film companies, but actors, scriptwriters and some directors 
are trying to resist that merciless pressure. (1945: 221)  
 
Dedijer praises the Hollywood Writers Mobilization and lists their contribution to America‘s 
war effort. He also describes the campaign against the Hollywood Writers Mobilization by 
the media magnate Randolph Hearst and other ―fascists‖. In this reactionary group, 
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especially prominent were: Cecil B de Mille, Ginger Rogers, Lionel Barrymore, especially 
Clark Gable (before joining the army), but also Mary Pickford, Kerry Grant, Ann Sheridan, 
Hedda Hooper, Walter Pigeon, Charles Coburn and others. The group of artists that 
consistently resisted the fascist Germany and their American sympathisers was much larger: 
Orson Welles, John Garfield, Edward G Robinson, Danny Kaye, Katharine Hepburn, 
Tallulah Bankhead, Walter Houston, Gene Kelly, Paulette Goddard, Burgess Meredith, 
Bette Davis, Claudette Colbert, Ed Gardner, Malvin Douglas, John Crawford, the Marx 
brothers, Jimmy Cagney, George Murphy, Humphrey Bogart, Paul Mooney, and many 
others (Dedijer 1945: 222). 
 
Dedijer attempted to investigate what he saw as the two issues facing Hollywood. 
First, he wanted to know ‗to what degree was there freedom of speech and creative 
expression in the film industry in the USA‘. In the library of the Academy for Film Art, 
sponsored by the Hollywood majors, he was refused insight into data on ownership of those 
majors. He turns then to Mae Huettig‘s book and presents her data. He agrees with her 
conclusion that the American film industry fell under the control of financial capital and big 
banks, especially during the great depression. He also criticizes the influence of the Catholic 
Church and the Production Code Administration (‗Hays Office‘), singling out Eric Johnston 
as the new executive of this organization which had been renamed by Johnston as the 
Motion Picture Association of America (1945: 222-23).
4
   
 
The second question that interested Dedijer was the ‗number and character of films 
produced by [major] companies‘:  
 
On average, there are 500 films produced annually in America. 
Of those, the largest numbers are so-called ―Western‖ films or 
cowboy films as we call them. After these, there are musical 
comedies, mysteries and religious films, and lastly there are 
what we call serious films. There are no more than 10 such films 
produced. (1945: 215-18, italics added) 
 
                                                 
4
 Johnston created the Motion Picture Export Association the following year [1946] to enable 
the better prosecution of American film interests internationally. 
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Given Dedijer‘s status and position in the hierarchy of Yugoslav post-war film 
administration, his analysis here can be understood as a description of a certain kind of 
policy reasoning. With respect to film imports, it is important to note Dedijer was interested 
in the number of acceptable or ideo-politically correct films being produced in the US. 
Although these were usually produced by companies that were ―owned by reactionary 
forces‖, it is implied here that such films would be acceptable to the Yugoslav film 
authorities. Furthermore, it is implied that American westerns, comedies and mysteries were 
not welcome as they were ideo-politically incorrect.  
 
Dedijer also attended a fund raising dinner for the benefit of the children of 
Yugoslavia in June 1945 hosted by the glamour Hollywood couple, Paulette Godard and 
Burgess Meredith (Variety 27
th
 June 1945, Dedijer 1945: 218-20). The party was also 
attended by several notable producers, directors and actors. Among them were Mrs Zanuck, 
Mr and Mrs Selznick, Mrs LeRoy, Mr and Mrs Edward G Robinson, John Garfield and Joan 
Fontaine, Arthur Hornblow Jr, Charles Vidor and John Houseman. Some of these guests 
would be later described as ‗leftist‘ or even as ‗communist sympathisers‘. Some, like 
Robinson, Garfield and Meredith, were later ‗blacklisted‘ as part of the House of 
UnAmerican Activities proceedings. Others, like the Selznicks maintained a decisively 
‗reactionary‘ line. At this dinner, Dedijer was asked to give a lecture on the situation in 
Yugoslavia. The lecture turned into a passionate debate about film politics in which he made 
friends with some (Goddard, Meredith, Vidor) while arguing with others (the Selznicks).  
 
As we shall see in the following chapter, a majority of American films screened in 
Yugoslavia in late 1940s and early 1950s were produced, directed or acted by people Dedijer 
met in Hollywood or those that, according to his analysis belonged to ‗progressive forces‘. 
The Yugoslav film people and Hollywood‘s ‗communist sympathisers‘ formed a relationship 
in which the latter advised and assisted the former on purchase of American films of ‗high 
quality‘ and ‗socially critical‘ content. This is implied, among others, in the exchange of 
greetings between the Hollywood Writers Mobilization and Yugoslav artists:  
 
We have a deep admiration and respect for the heroic role of 
Yugoslav writers and intellectuals, gathered under Marshall Tito in 
order to destroy German and Italian fascism and we know that they 
will continue to play a big part in the establishment of the 
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foundations of a lasting peace and real democracy. We have learned 
from Vladimir Dedijer something about your history. It is a history 
that excited us deeply and provoked in us a hope that we too would 
respond with the same courage if we were invited to meet the same 
challenge of horror and death. The least we can do is to share with 
you your determination to turn our common victory into a real 
victory, a victory for the people, a victory of the people: to use all 
the means at our disposal to fight against the Hitleresque efforts of 
those whose aim is to divide the United Nations, and to work 
towards the revival of culture and international integrity. The 
Hollywood Writers Guild has established friendly relations, which 
shall be of mutual benefit, with the Union of Soviet writers and with 
organized writers of France and other Allied nations. We would like 
to establish with Yugoslav writers similar agreements for the 
exchange of information and for strengthening of mutual and natural 
relations of friendship and understanding. (In Dedijer 1945: 235-36, 
italics added) 
 
Yugoslav writer Oskar Davičo reported to the Association of Writers of Serbia on the links 
that had been established with Hollywood‘s Film Writers‘ Guild in October 1945 (Peković 
and Kljakić 2012: 50). The Association then responded: 
 
From Vladimir Dedijer we have heard many great things about what 
your organization contributed to the common fight against fascism, 
as well as your sympathies for our peoples, for the new—Tito‘s—
Yugoslavia. We hope that the relations will not remain at the level of 
mutual sympathy, but that between our countries a fertile cultural 
cooperation shall develop, to the benefit of both countries. (in 
Dedijer 1945: 236) 
 
Despite these plans to keep the Yugoslav screens ideologically correct, as we shall 
also see with the next chapter‘s list of American films screened in Yugoslavia in the late 
1940s and early 1950s, more than ideo-politically correct American films were screened. 
Indeed a significant number of those screened were westerns, comedies and mysteries, 
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including some produced by the ‗reactionaries‘ such as Selznick and starring ‗fascists‘ like 
Ginger Rogers. The reason for this lies in the film administrators‘ need to maintain the 
industry‘s financial self-reliability in the face of their inability to acquire enough ‗serious‘ 
American films. Such films were usually owned by the Majors, which at this time refused to 
sell to a Communist import monopoly or trade in currency other than American dollars, as 
Dedijer himself discovered in a conversation with a pre-war representative of a Hollywood 
Major (1945: 223-25). During this conversation Dedijer confirmed that the new authorities in 
Yugoslavia would not allow the kind of access to foreign currency for its film enterprises that 
the Hollywood Majors‘ were insisting upon. Dedijer‘s experience with the representative of a 
Hollywood Major was confirmed in October 1945 when the new cartel organization of 
American major film exporters – the MPEA, adopted the policy of full and complete boycott 
of film markets in ‗any country where a governmental monopoly exists‘, choosing 
Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia as its first targets (Variety, 30
th
 October 1945).  
 
The Czechoslovakian boycott was lifted in September 1946 when an 80-picture 
profit-sharing deal was struck with the MPEA. But it took much longer for the boycott to be 
lifted in Yugoslavia. It was a period of stalemate. MPEA‘s Irving Maas complained to 
Variety about Yugoslavia‘s screening of ‗confiscated‘ films in August 1946 (Variety, 21st 
August 1946). Yugoslav film importers were unwilling to sign profit-sharing deals that the 
Americans were insisting upon. Yugoslav representatives did eventually negotiate with the 
MPEA in 1946 and 1947, as did other East European Socialist States. However, until a 
satisfactory agreement was reached in 1948, the Yugoslav importer had to start acquiring new 
films, including commercial ones from other sources. Therefore, in 1945 and 1946, the 
Yugoslav importer sought cheap flat-fee rental deals with American ‗independents‘ and other 
Western suppliers, just as had their Czechoslovakian counterpart. However, this meant that 
the ideo-political concerns had to be substantially relaxed, as these distributors did not have 
sufficient numbers of ‗serious‘ films for screening.  
 
While seeking contracts with the Western suppliers for new films, FEY continued its 
exploitation of confiscated Western principally Hollywood films. While we do not have the 
statistics on Yugoslav box office in 1945 or the exact number of unlicensed films circulating 
in this year, we can make conclusions about them based on information from the Censorship 
Commission, from former film administration officials, and from the incoherences in the 
official statistics on film import and screening. 
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The issue of unlicensed films considerably complicates the statistical records of the 
Yugoslav film import and exhibition in the 1940s. US government officials promised to 
endeavour to obtain the number and titles of films confiscated by the Yugoslav authorities 
(New York Times 14
th
 September 1945, Variety 14
th
 September 1945), but no report of the 
results of this search was ever covered by the media. Similarly, the statistics collated by 
Yugoslav and recently Serbian film scholars, sociologists and historians do not directly 
address the issue of unlicensed films. Furthermore, the statistics on film acquisition and 
exploitation in general in this period is marked by minor incoherences, contradictions and 
ambiguities.  
 
We can, however, extrapolate some conclusions from the very incoherencies in the 
statistics. If we compare the statistics on film imports from the annual Yugoslav Statistics 
Review of the time (cited in Miloradović 2012: 316-17) with the numbers tracked by 
researchers of the cinema repertoire of post-war Yugoslavia (Dević 2002 on Belgrade, 
Knezović 1988 on Croatia in Janjetović 2011:32-33, and Vučetić 2012: 84-85) we can get 
some idea of the presence of unlicensed Western films. The numbers of American imports 
are in almost perfect agreement for 1946-1949 (and for later years) from these two sources. 
However, while official sources state that no American films were imported in 1945, the 
latter sources found that 70 American films were circulating and described as ‗imports‘. It 
seems logical to conclude that most of these 70 films were pre-war, ‗unlicensed‘ films.  
 
In the same manner, we can conclude that at least 13 French and 13 British films 
were designated as ‗imports‘ in 1945 although they were actually ‗unlicensed‘ pre-war films  
too (unless, of course, an unreported deal was made with the British and French officials, 
which while being possible is unlikely). We can therefore conclude that up to 70 American, 
13 British, 13 French films, and some Swiss and Danish productions were screened in the 
second half of the 1940s without a license. This is confirmed in the memoirs of France Brenk 
who had served as chief of the Slovenian Film Section and later a Federal Director of the 
imports and Distribution Department (cited in Ranković 2004: 38). He states that in the 
autumn of 1945 Yugoslav exhibition handled 82 American, 64 Soviet, 14 British, 14 Italian, 
13 Czechoslovakian, 2 Spanish and one Finnish film. Other East European Communist 
countries were as willing as Yugoslavia to exhibit American films in their possession. 
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Romania, for instance, screened them liberally at least until the nationalization of film 
industry in late 1948, when it returned them all to the USA (Barbu 2003:7-8). 
 
The Yugoslav film censors‘ records provide us with further clues about the intensity 
of exhibition of those unlicensed Western films in the immediate post-war years. First, we 
know that these films were screened because of the records of the Censor‘s activity. Second, 
all of the American films banned in 1945 by the Censor were produced before the war (see 
their year of production notes in the records of the Archive of Yugoslavia, Federal 
Commission for Inspection of Films, analized in Miloradović 2012: 268-280). Furthermore, 
no American films were imported until 1946 (Miloradović 2012: 316-17). According to 
Censors‘ records, American films were censored mostly in the period between August and 
October 1945. Taken with the claims of a former film administration official that there were 
up to 82 American films screened in the 1945 cinema season (Autumn) (Brenk in Ranković 
2004: 38), the Censors‘ records imply that films that were banned and films that were 
approved were the films from the pool of unlicensed Western features collected by the new 
authorities. Furthermore, the evidence of the timing of the Censor‘s activity and the intensive 
exploitation of these these films in the second half of 1945 further suggests these were 
unlicensed.  
 
In Belgrade in 1946, American films were even slightly more prevalent than Soviet 
films. They made up 40.7% screenings compared to Soviet films‘ 39.8% (Dević 2002: 27-
28). While frequency of screenings is not as good an indicator as is attendance and box office 
of popularity it is a useful proxy for it in circumstances where film screening was a closer 
measure of popularity than it is today. Since only one American film was officially imported 
in 1946 (Miloradović 2012: 317), it is obvious that the American segment of the Yugoslav 
box office must have consisted of the box office for the ‗confiscated‘ films with these films 
making up the strongest segment of the box office. Soviet films were, of course, officially 
preferred by the CPY at the time, and this much is obvious from the film administrators‘ 
marketing activities and critical reviews. However, the high number of screenings for the 
fewer American films suggests that, at least in urban centres, the tendency was to extract the 
profit from the ‗free‘ or confiscated American films, despite the ideological preference for 
Soviet films. The rest of the Belgrade cinema repertoire was made of French, British and 
Italian films. Thus, in 1946, the Belgrade box office was dominated by the ‗confiscated‘ 
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Western films (dominated by American titles), which collectively made up 60% of the 
repertoire, despite the ideological preference for Soviet films.  
 
Here I would like to content that the profits gained through this intensified 
exhibition of confiscated Western films from mid-1945 influenced further developments in 
the funding arrangements in the film industry. In the face of the general economic pressures 
under which Yugoslavia laboured at the time and with profitability of the exhibition sector in 
sight by the end of 1945, the Government decided to withdraw its May 1945 decision to 
exempt FEY from taxation.  
 
This occurred as part of the policy-making that started with the Ministry for 
Education filing of a ‗white paper‘ on the 22nd May 1945 for the planned legislation on the 
establishment of the FEY (Ranković 2004:26-27). They initially demanded the film 
industry‘s financial independence from the State. Article 3 stated that ―[the] Enterprise shall 
pay for its own expenses with its own income‖ (Archive of Yugoslavia, 22nd May 1945). This 
income would come mainly from the ticket sales, and profits would be used to build the 
industry further. FEY‘s starting capital would be the still miserly one million dinars. This 
sum suggests that FEY planned to raise capital from its profits in distribution and exhibition 
sectors. This made securing profits from exhibition and distribution a more important 
priority. 
 
The paper was answered two days later, on the 24
th
 May 1945, in the ‗Opinion 
Letter‘ signed by the General Secretary of the Council of Ministries Mitar Bakić (Archive of 
Yugoslavia, 24
th
 May 1945). The Council largely agreed with the proposal, but took 
exception to the issue of financial independence. It instructed that the abovementioned 
sentence be removed from Article 3, since ―our film industry is in its beginning and the 
possibility of further State assistance should not be excluded‖. FEY was then categorised as 
an enterprise of „special social importance‟ and therefore was exempt from all State tax. 
 
Further, the Ministry for Trade and Supplies concluded that, in view of FEY‘s 
―cultural and propagandistic-political character, [it] cannot, as such, be treated like other 
State enterprises‖ (Archive of Yugoslavia, date unknown 49/163). Rather, ―the primary focus 
should be on [FEY‘s] educational-political aims and only secondarily on [its] economic 
importance, that is, the material profit [it] could bring to the State‖. Regardless of this 
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prioritisation of film‘s ideological role, it was simultaneously argued that the film industry 
would contribute ―significant material profit to the State‖ in any case. Therefore, while the 
Council of Ministries and the Ministry for Education were in relative agreement about the 
economic potentials of the film industry, the Council wanted to ensure the existence of 
institutional channels through which the Government could both subsidize film industry 
activities and directly control its finances. This institutional set-up was justified by the need 
to prioritize film industry‘s propaganda and educational mission over its economic benefits. 
Thus, both institutionally and rhetorically, at this stage the government promoted a 
dominance of ideological over material logic of action in the film industry although, 
importantly, with an assumption of its financial viability.  
 
After official procedure, the Order was formally adopted on the 3
rd
 July 1945 
(Official Gazette, 3
rd
 July 1945) and with it the Film Section and SFE were dissolved and 
reorganized into FEY. The Ministry for Education was in charge of developing a Rulebook 
on Organisation and trade activity of the FEY, which they finalised by the 31
st
 of July 
(Official Gazette, 31
st
 July 1945). The rulebooks, in the Yugoslav system, were legally 
binding instructions on internal organization and rights and responsibilities of an 
administrative agency. The FEY rulebook sets up an Administrative Board at its helm 
consisting of 10 members – one from each Republican FEY Directorate and 4 appointed by 
the Minister for Education (one Slovenian and three permanent members from Serbia were 
selected in the first set-up).   
 
However, the whole exemption from taxation issue was returned to several months 
later when in late 1945 and starting from the 1
st
 January 1946, a set of taxation rules annulled 
FEY‘s exemption from State tax (Official Gazette, 20th November 1945, and 28th December 
1945). Within seven months, the Government had reconsidered and decided that the film 
industry should be placed under the economic pressure taxation implied. However, the FEY 
had a change of heart and it quickly responded by lobbying for the exemption to remain. On 
the 22
nd
 January the FEY (through the Ministry of Education) wrote to the Presidency of the 
Government:  
 
And other factors direct us to liberate FEY from State taxes. Our 
film production has no tradition; it is just now starting to 
develop, thanks to the changes brought by the 4-year struggle. 
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Thus, it is needed, at this stage of its development, to assist it 
through liberalization of such payments, even if these are later 
cancelled. (Archive of Yugoslavia, 22
nd
 January 1946)  
 
The lobbying, however, seems to have eventually failed with a 23% tax on cinema tickets 
applied in November 1946 (see the next chapter). Arguably, the intensified exploitation of 
‗unlicensed‘ Western (especially American) films and the associated profits in the second 
half of 1945, in times of economic scarcity and reconstruction, convinced the Federal 
Government to change its position on the film industry tax exemption. That is, the Federal 
Government valued the film industry in terms of its exhibition and distribution potential to 
realize profits from the screening of international films rather than in terms of the straitened 
circumstances of a production sector only just getting onto its feet. The Yugoslav government 
was acting here in ways that other Western and Eastern European governments did: they saw 
the general interests in raising taxation from film exhibiton and distribution as taking 
precedence over other film industry considerations.  
 
The path of the Yugoslav film industry towards the dominance of economic 
factors—particularly exhibition-- and the subsequent commercialisation was dependent on 
the contingent nature of the ‗unlicensed‘ films issue. In effect, a bunch of adventurous 
streetwise boys crawling through ruins and hideouts of the half-destroyed Belgrade set in 
motion a chain of events that already in 1945/46 started to move the young Socialist film 
industry towards commercialism. 
 
Another factor in the evolution of the film import policy that contributed to this 
growing commercialist logic was a consequence of the need to service a growing exhibition 
network through a fragmented distribution system. There were 631 cinemas in Yugoslavia in 
1946 compared to 520 in 1945. Attendance had risen from 23 to 31.5 million at the same 
time. The number of films screened in 1946 was 200, up from the 150 screened the previous 
year (Miloradović 2012: 316). With the number of theatres and attendances expected to 
continue to rise for some years to come, the administrators of film industry had to 
consistently increase the number of films in distribution at any one time. The base for this 
activity was achieved in 1945 and 1946, when the monopoly film importer (and ‗confiscator‘) 
managed to build a pool of around 400 films, 150 of which were American or other Western 
titles (primarily French, British and Italian). Roughly half of these 150 films were 
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‗confiscated‘ films. In order to keep expanding, FEY had to find more films. Given the global 
and local film market conditions described above, FEY was acquiring many strictly 
commercial films as well.  
 
The fragmentation of Yugoslav distribution further affected the nature of the rental 
deals FEY signed with foreign distributors. Each Republic had its own distributor with a 
monopoly over its territory. These distributors would order for and receive blocs of film from 
the monopoly importer. The central office coordinated the exchange of blocs of films 
between the territories. It was, in effect, as if there were six film markets in which different 
films played at any one time (one for each Republic). Thus, a film or a bloc of films could 
last for up to six seasons in Yugoslav distribution. The preferred length of film rentals at the 
time was 3 years but this often extended to 5 years. These circumstances further assisted the 
Yugoslav film distribution being a typically long and slow process.  
 
Ironically the rental deals signed with and insisted upon by the USSR at this time 
also contributed to the continuing importance of the commercial logic. In a film market 
inevitably defined by film imports, the nature of the rental deals made with foreign 
distributors would determine the look of the Yugoslav box office. Importantly, Soviet films 
were rented under a profit-sharing deal. The contract between FEY and the Soviet Union‘s 
Soyuzintorgkino was signed in April 1945. It set the terms for the importation of 85 films into 
Yugoslavia with the Soviets taking 50% of profits paid in American dollars (Savković 1998: 
210-11). Another contract was signed in January 1946 which had somewhat harsher detail for 
the Yugoslav side (document from the personal archive of Đorđe Babić, FEY‘s official, cited 
in Ranković 2004:121-2). As noted by Ranković, the contract clearly designated the Soviet 
exporter as the dominant party: it kept 50% of profits; it had unrestrained access to FEY‘s 
accounts and contracts with Republican enterprises; Soviet films were to be shown in 
exclusive programmes—that is, without competition from films from other countries 
(including domestic); harsh penalties in American dollars were stipulated for breaches of 
terms such as lateness of reporting or payment from Yugoslav partners to Soviets, and, 
importantly, any conflicts were to be settled at a Soviet Federal Trade Commission in 
Moscow.  
 
This contract was preceded by a draft ‗Yugoslav-Soviet agreement for film 
collaboration‘ submitted to Vladislav Ribnikar by a person that served as an intermediary 
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between the USSR and Yugoslavia on film issues (Đilas 1985: 81). Đilas, the head of 
Agitprop felt that it ‗would have crippled our film industry, which was being developed from 
scratch. According to the terms, Soviet films were to monopolize the Yugoslav market, and 
the most unfavourable, most humiliating conditions for us were set‘ (Đilas 1985: 81). Among 
other stipulations, the Yugoslav side would not even have a right to pick the Soviet films it 
screened--they were all to be chosen by the Soviets (Dedijer [1953] 1980:574). After 
consultations with Tito and Kardelj, a compromise agreement was offered to the Soviet 
Embassy in the form of the contract described above. The compromise solution was, 
however, still a burden on Yugoslav film industry according to Đilas. But on a more positive 
note the feared Soviet monopolization of Yugoslav film market was avoided. 
 
For the Yugoslav industry, this deal meant that half of the income from screening 
Soviet films was to leave the country in the form of hard currency. With access to Yugoslav 
distribution accounts and exclusive screening rights, profits would be squeezed even harder. 
The extent of this financial impost was made clear in a 1948 report on the financial effects of 
Soviet film screenings. This report estimated that it was costing FEY 160,000 dinars per year 
per Soviet film on average (Ranković 2004: 122). 
 
In these circumstances Western films were much cheaper than were Soviet films. 
For example, Vladimir Dedijer claimed that the Soviet contract made their films 3 to 5 times 
dearer than Western films ([1953] 1980:574). The Yugoslav dissatisfaction with the Soviet 
deals was grudgingly reported internally, and culminated in late 1947 with Đilas trying to re-
negotiate the deal with the Soviets (see next chapter). For political and ideological reasons, 
however, in 1945-6 the Soviet deal was grudgingly accepted.   
 
If foreign relations and ideological beliefs prevented the Yugoslav film industry 
from fully protecting its economic interests in its Soviet deals, there were no such obstacles 
when dealing with the West. Like the Soviet exporter, however, the Hollywood Majors also 
insisted on a profit sharing deal and the export of profits in hard currency. In Czechoslovakia, 
this led to a crisis when the popularity of American films resulted in an outflow of cash in 
times of scarcity in 1946 (Blahova 2011). The Czechoslovakian monopolist importer reacted 
by switching to American ‗independent‘ distributors and European partners who were willing 
to sell films under more favourable conditions. Like the Yugoslavs the Czechs wanted flat-fee 
or „fixed-price‟ rentals. In Yugoslav‘s case, the profit-sharing deal with Hollywood was never 
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attempted at this time. Instead, the Yugoslav film administrators sought flat-fee deals with 
‗independents‘ and Western European distributors first. Further contracts were made in 1945 
and 1946 with French (40 films) and Italian suppliers (Miloradović 2012:316).  
 
In 1946 the import of British films was halted in an event that institutionalized the 
Yugoslav importer‘s preference of flat-fee rentals. In March, the FEY sent a formal request to 
the Government for monies for a new contract with the British. Under the previous contract 
the British distributers were receiving 70% of exhibition income (Ranković 2004: 39). The 
FEY wanted to change the contract from profit-sharing rentals to ―flat-fee rentals‖ in which a 
fixed price is agreed before the exploitation of a film and paid in three instalments over the 
three year period of rent. The issues of independence of business activities of the FEY also 
entered the justification for the change, as was argued in the report by FEY to the 
Government filed on the 21
st
 March 1946: 
 
From the point of independence of our Company which, as a State 
company, must enjoy complete independence in its business activities, as it 
is the only educational and enlightening factor in the field of people‘s 
education in and spreading of film culture – [this previous] contract is a 
defeat for us, because English producers, which are private companies, are 
allowed direct involvement in all facets of our company. They are allowed 
to follow the distribution of films throughout the country, to have insight 
into our business books et cetera. (Archive of Yugoslavia, 21
st
 March 1946) 
 
The FEY also asked not to be contractually obliged to show British newsreels. Since the 
Committee for Cinematography was being established at the time, the responsibility for this 
contract was transferred to it. The evolution of the import and contracting policy is properly 
investigated in the next chapter on the ‗Committee period‘. For now, we can conclude that 
the film administrators‘ preference of flat-fee and long-term rentals started evolving in 1945 
and 1946 due to financial pressures consequent on the losses they were experiencing 
associated with Soviet films and to avoid further currency bleeding at a time of hard currency 
scarcity.  
 
The issue of the break in film imports from the UK has been explained in a radically 
different manner by contemporary Serbian historians. Dević (2002: 30, 121) and Janjetović 
156 
 
(2011: 34) conclude that the British imports were marked as political propaganda by the 
Censorship Commission and that blocking them was a political decision. However, as we 
have shown above, Ranković shows that in the internal documents Yugoslav authorities the 
claimed reasons centred on the economic nature of the proposed transactions and the 
independence of business activities of the FEY. These motives have been ignored by other 
historians. This provides yet another example of how what was in all likelihood essentially 
economic reasoning on the part of Yugoslav authorities is identified and characterised as 
dogmatic ideo-political policy and attitude. 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
In this 1945-6 period the exploitation of foreign films in Yugoslavia assumed a dual track 
character. The administrators had to place political-ideological concerns over the economic 
ones in the case of the Soviet films. The profit-sharing deal with the Soviets meant the export 
of hard currency in times of scarcity. Together with a number of other contractual 
stipulations, this quickly led to the Yugoslav side‘s disappointment with and even disillusion 
over their relations with the Soviet film industry. The economic damage inflicted by the 
import of Soviet films further strengthened the need of the Yugoslav film officials to acquire 
profitable films. In effect the onerous conditions of the Soviet deal made if all the more 
important to secure profitable films, even if they were from the US and other Western 
countries.  
 
In this period the ‗confiscated‘ films served as the economic base of the film 
industry. Once these films started to near the end of their life, particularly in the most 
populous and profitable markets, the Yugoslav importer had to find (from 1946) a new source 
of popular, profitable films, which meant they insisted on a flat-fee type of rental deal. In 
other words, the administrators‘ actions were increasingly dominated by an economic logic at 
the expense of a political-ideological logic. This commercial logic particularly applied in 
their acquisition and distribution of Western films.  
 
In effect, the dominance of a political-ideological logic in Yugoslavia‘s import of 
Soviet films strengthened the resolve to do the reverse for the import of Western films. If the 
Soviet deal had not been so economically damaging for the Yugoslav side, that is, if the film 
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industry economics were not so dominated by ideology and foreign politics, there would have 
been less need to screen cheap and popular Western films, thereby creating a competing logic 
of action. 
    
As we have seen, the Yugoslav film policy initially demanded film imports that were 
both politically and ideologically appropriate and economically viable. Their work 
experience in these early years taught them that these two distinct requirements can be 
somewhat in contradiction with each other. In terms of ideology, then, there were effectively 
three types of films screened in Yugoslavia:  
 
 First, there were those films that were ideologically positive in the eyes of 
Agitprop and other carriers of ideological policy in Yugoslavia. These were 
films where Socialist values were explicitly promoted and capitalist values 
explicitly criticized. Most of the Soviet films of the 1930s and 1940s fit this 
category. Organized collective film viewing and strong marketing were tools 
employed to bring audiences in for those films.  
 Secondly, there were those films that could be critical. In such films anti-
capitalist and pro-Socialist attitudes were implicit. Much of the Italian neo-
realist cinema and French, British and American film noir could be made to fit 
this category. These films were liked by the ideologists and especially film 
critics.  
 The third category consisted of those foreign films that were ideologically 
neutral. These were films that did not criticize Socialist values nor openly praise 
capitalist ones. Much of the mainstream commercial Western cinema of the time 
fitted this category, including Hollywood. The line between ideological 
neutrality and implicit promotion of bourgeois values was in practice a blurred 
one. The chief of Agitprop‘s literary section (Radovan Zogović), for example, 
was a strong critic of ‗apolitical‘ art and ‗art for art‘s sake‘. Attacks such as this 
on Western cinema were common at the time. They were considered implicitly 
supportive of capitalism. These films were allowed, but criticized as an inferior 
art form. Their presence could be justified in the absence of better works in the 
market. 
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The trouble for the film importers and distributors was that the level of ideological 
appropriateness of a film seemed to be in exact inverse proportion to its economic earning 
potential. The preferred Soviet films were both less popular and unprofitable due to the 
Soviet‘s insistence upon a harsh profit sharing contract. The socially critical Western films 
were more popular and profitable than were the Soviet films, but not enough to compensate 
for the ‗Soviet‘ losses. The distributors themselves preferred these films, since they were also 
liked by the CPY officials, film intellectuals and audiences alike. Crucially, the most 
commercial ‗socially critical‘ films were usually produced by the MPEA Majors, who would 
not sell such films unless under a profit sharing deal, if at all (due to the US Government‘s 
political-ideological concerns with some of the films).  
 
The Yugoslav film importers managed to rent a few ‗independent‘ and ‗socially 
critical‘ American films, but it was difficult to find those, especially since independently 
produced ‗prestige‘ films were typically picked up by MPEA-member distributors. The 
‗neutral‘ or strictly commercial films were the most popular and most readily available on a 
flat-fee deal. These included many British, French and Italian films with which Yugoslav 
audiences were familiar, but also American ‗independent‘ productions.  
 
In their attempt to satisfy political and ideological demands on the one hand, and to 
secure economic viability on the other hand, FEY created a box office balanced between 
ideologically valued films that lost money and apolitical but profitable ones. This chapter has 
described a situation in which the Socialist monopoly behaved in a pragmatic manner in order 
to achieve the best balance between its ideological and economic concerns. Consequently, 
commercial films achieved a strong presence at the Yugoslav box office. The process that 
started with the willingness to flood the screens with the Soviet productions in ‗Socialist 
realist‘ style and ‗socially critical‘ American films relatively quickly turned into lines formed 
for tickets for a Laurel and Hardy comedy. In other words, the evolution of the commercial 
logic of action in Yugoslav film industry was contingent on the contradictions between the 
ideological necessity of Soviet films and their unprofitability on one hand, and the ideological 
and commercial desirability of American ‗socially critical‘ films and their inaccessibility on 
the other, both in times of economic scarcity.  
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In the next chapter we shall analyse the further evolution of the relations between 
commercialism and ideology, and between centralism and autonomism, in the period prior to, 
during and after the Crisis.  
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Chapter 7 
 
 
 
 
 
Political Orthodoxy and Commercialism in the Committee for 
Cinematography period (June 1946 – April 1951) 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
This is the first of two chapters on the Committee for Cinematography period which went 
from June 1946 – April 1951. This chapter as its title suggests is concerned with the twin 
strands of political orthodoxy and commercialism and how these two competing logics of 
action worked themselves out in the period immediately before, during and subsequent to the 
Cominform Crisis (referred to throughout as the ‗Crisis‘). The next chapter will consider how 
the competing centralising and decentralising, developmentalist and liberal, interests and 
logics of action were negotiated in the same period.  
 
This chapter is in three broad parts. First it is concerned to establish the ideological 
side of the Yugoslav film industry noting its close relation to the art and culture sector 
generally and its susceptibility to Soviet influence. Second, the Crisis is considered and how 
it initially led Yugoslav officials to renew their sense of fealty to and commitment to Soviet 
Communism but eventually led the same officials to break with Soviet Communism and the 
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Eastern Bloc more generally. Third film acquisition and exploitation is considered in some 
detail leading to the conclusion that economic issues were more relevant to the actual 
enactment of film policy than were ideological considerations and rhetorical expression. 
Furthermore this was the case before and not just after the Crisis as is commonly presumed. 
Finally the chapter ends with a consideration of what the Yugoslav film industry shares and 
does not share with other Eastern European Socialist industries. It notes that the major 
difference between it and its Eastern European counterparts was both the extent to which a 
commercial logic was exercised and the significant extent of its de-centralisation.  
 
 
 
Yugoslav film ideology and the Soviet model before the Crisis 
Yugoslav film ideology before the Crisis followed the lead of Yugoslav art and culture in 
general of using the Soviet Union as both its inspiration and aspiration. The Soviet Union 
provided a model for film industry organisation as well as being a source of skills. The 
reasons for this closeness to Soviets in film were not only ideological, but also material. 
Yugoslav Communists possessed little expertise or experience in the film industry. So too the 
new Yugoslav State had an interest in promoting and popularizing Soviet productions on 
ideological grounds just as they subjected Western films to sustained criticism on the same 
ideological grounds.  
  
The post-election Government formed on the 29
th
 November 1945 had fifteen 
Ministries. These were joined in February 1946 by five Committees with status equal to 
Ministries. Among these were the Committee for Culture and Arts (Official Gazette, 12
th
 
February 1946). It is worth noting the relatively pluralistic make-up of the Committee for 
Culture and Arts. It included: the poet Radovan Zogović, an ‗ultra-Communist‘ ‗head-kicker‘ 
famed for his devotion to ‗Socialist realism‘ and his vitriolic attacks against ‗bourgeois art‘; 
the writer Miroslav Krleţa, who had spoken out critically against dogmatism and government 
prescriptionism in the arts (he had even been expelled from the CPY for a brief time), and Ivo 
Andrić, arguably an apolitical writer who had held a diplomatic post in the pre-war 
monarchist regime. The Committee for Culture and Arts shared with the Ministry for 
Education the running of film industry activities until June 1946, when the Government 
established a separate Committee for Cinematography (Official Gazette, 28
th
 June 1946). 
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Soon after the FEY was dissolved, the Committee took over its duties and functions (Official 
Gazette, 19
th
 July 1946). 
 
The Committee for Cinematography‘s first boss was the manager of the now defunct 
FEY, Aleksandar Vučo, formerly a surrealist writer. His assistant director at the FEY, Jakša 
Petrić became the Committee‘s Secretary. Its central board included France Brenk and Mirko 
Lukavac, who had been directors for Slovenia and Croatia and central figures in the earlier 
conflict with Agitprop, and Moni Finci who had been the director of the Bosnian section of 
FEY. Other prominent artists and party members were soon appointed to the Committee‘s 
Board. These included the head of Agitprop‘s literary section Radovan Zogović; the 
historian, journalist and Partizan fighter, Vladimir Dedijer; General-major Otmar Kreačić; 
and artists such as Oskar Danon, Oto Bihalji, Ivo Frol, and Đurađ Bošković. This mixed 
membership ensured both continuity with the previous film industry organization and a 
degree of pluralism.  
 
The pluralism of the Committee‘s Board indicated there would be different 
approaches taken to the running of the film industry than those taken by its predecessors. But 
there was still agreement about the Committee‘s basic ideological role. As argued by 
contemporary historians, the institutional designers of the CPY believed that an educated and 
enlightened populace would be a prerequisite for the development of Socialism in 
Yugoslavia (Janjetović 2011:21). The proclaimed aim of the new cultural politics in 
Yugoslavia was the development of a ‗new culture‘. A culturally active community was to 
own all cultural goods and create new and creative individuals. To emancipate the people, the 
CPY would make significant efforts in all cultural fields, but particularly in literature and 
cinematography as these were the arts that were easiest to distribute among the masses 
(Dimić in Janjetović 2011:22). President Tito also highlighted the relationship between 
cultural and economic development: “If people live uncultured lives, they won‟t care for 
development. This is a driving force and for us [the cultural uplifting of the working class is] 
of primary importance” (cited in Janjetović 2011: 23).  
 
Institutional designers also saw the need for the arts and film to establish national 
prestige: authorities considered it necessary to exhibit the progress they had made under 
Socialism through film among other fields. Finally, cinematography was important for new 
authorities given the central and crucial place of propaganda. Films were considered the most 
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powerful of propaganda tools and they were seen as especially important in a Yugoslavia 
internally divided by culture, language and different war-time experience and marked by 
significant levels of illiteracy. Veljko Vlahović, a member of the Central Committee 
highlighted the importance of cinema in 1947:  
 
The propagandistic work of cinema is greater than all other 
[arts]...Communists should know how to correctly use film... 
Cinema should be made accessible to the people through various 
forms of concession. (Archive of Yugoslavia, 1947)  
 
The propagandistic potential of films had been exploited globally ever since its 
inception but it had recently acquired a special intensity during WWII. Films were considered 
the best way to reach and mobilise the largest number of people. As noted film played an 
especially important role in Yugoslavia and other Eastern European countries with high rates 
of illiteracy and limited radio coverage. These countries were all establishing new and 
revolutionary forms of socio-political and economic management, and therefore needed ideo-
cultural support for which filmmaking assumed some importance particularly in the initial 
transition to Socialism.  
 
 In the lead article of the first issue of the journal Film in December 1946, Vučo, in 
his role as director of the Federal Committee for Cinematography, highlighted the ideo-
political role of the young film industry in the following terms: 
 
Our film art cannot and should not allow itself to have any interests 
other than the interests of our people‘s authorities, any tasks other than 
the task of educating the broad mass of viewers in the spirit of our 
people and our cultural revolution. (cited in Goulding 2002:9 and 
Janjetović 2011:23)  
 
Thus, the film industry was to take ―a direction that shows the nations composing our country 
involved in an unparalleled aspiration to change all of the old relations and ideas and in an 
unparalleled struggle to achieve a richer and better future for man‖ (Vučo cited in Goulding 
2002: 8). Furthermore, the viewer has a ―right‖ to see filmic portrayals of each stage of ―our 
heroic and cultural past, all the stages of our national war of liberation throughout the entire 
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country, involving all her nations‖. In other words, the State planned for the Yugoslav film 
production to propagate the legitimacy of the new government of Yugoslavia, its Socialist 
values and to contribute to the unity among its peoples.  
 
In order to achieve such a film industry, Western-style ―vulgar entertainment‖ was 
to be avoided along with its mysticism, stereotypes, melodrama, and lies (false 
consciousness) that kept the workers‘ from realizing their real interests (Goulding 2002: 8-9). 
Formalistic experiment and apolitical ‗art for art‘s sake‘ were both rejected in similar terms. 
Vučo criticized both the ‗star‘ system and the elevation of the film artist. The model to be 
followed instead was that of the Soviet Union‘s ―peerless work in cinema‖. Vučo promised 
that the Yugoslav film industry would eventually match the Soviets in technical terms. They 
were, he asserted, already comparable at the level of political and social message. The 
production process, he concluded, should be a collective endeavour of film workers which 
was to result in both communicative and politically correct films. Another characteristic of 
the Soviet model was its centralised organization of the film industry. This centralisation was 
seen as nurture the development of regional film capacities and film expression. As we shall 
discuss in the next chapter, however, the Yugoslav system was much more de-centralised 
than this rhetoric allowed for. However these principles espoused by Vučo in December 1946 
and noted by contemporary historians of film industry in Yugoslavia constituted a coherent 
policy statement for the Yugoslav film industry: a commitment to the Soviet model of film 
administration and to Soviet films as the most appropriate fare at Yugoslav cinemas. 
 
Two further factors help explain this dominance of the Soviet arts and culture model 
and products in post-war Yugoslavia. First, despite its relative (military and political) 
independence, the CPY was a loyal follower of the Soviet Union. Second, given its pre-war 
development and wartime losses, there was a serious lack of individuals with the expertise 
necessary to organize and execute the Socialist aspirations and policies in the arts and culture 
generally and in cinematography especially. 
 
In their early plan for developing a Socialist film industry in Yugoslavia, the 
government intended to direct the industry artistically and ideologically according to the 
Soviet model. This adoption of Soviet models in Yugoslavia was not confined to 
cinematography—it was applied in general. The process of ideological ‗Sovietization‘ of the 
CPY was completed in the 1930s and, renewed upon taking power in 1944-1945. 
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Sovietization relied on Soviet ideological models in all areas of social life, including culture 
and film (Marković 2012, Janjetović 2011:31). The 1946 Yugoslav Constitution was 
purposefully a replica of the Soviet one. If the power and legitimacy of the CPY stemmed 
from its central role in the liberation struggle where it had achieved its successes relatively 
independent of outside assistance, ideologically and in terms of institutional structures it 
idolized and mimicked the Soviet system in its first five years of government.  
 
There were other structural factors influencing this initial uptake of Soviet models. 
First, it was a ready-made solution in a context where there were few ‗experts‘ and a limited 
pool of educated people to draw upon to produce original policy solutions and cultural 
products alike (Ranković 2004: 23, Janjetović 2011: 24). Yugoslavia‘s population and leaders 
were relatively uneducated and, self-admittedly, ―culturally backward‖. In mid-1948, 78% of 
the Party leadership had four years of school or less, while the situation was worse at lower 
levels of the CPY and government bureaucracy (Janjetović 2011:24). The population at large 
was scarcely better off. Outside Belgrade and the north-west of the country illiteracy levels 
were over 60%. This meant that the pool of educated people from which policy makers could 
be picked was relatively small. Under conditions where the authorities wanted to significantly 
influence cultural, social and political life but did not consider themselves competent enough 
to do so; and in the absence of a significant number of domestic experts to rely upon to 
formulate and execute such significant changes independently, it was inevitable that the CPY 
would look to the Soviet Union for off-the-shelf solutions. The prestige of the Soviet Union 
was also at its zenith. Yugoslavs wanted to emulate and imitate their powerful, experienced 
and much admired ally who had borne the brunt of WWII and emerged triumphant. The 
USSR was also a country that was providing ideo-theoretical leadership in numerous other 
aspects of the organization of social, cultural, economic and political life. According to 
Yugoslav/Serbian historian Ljubodrag Dimić:  
 
The low level of theory development in the Party, based on the simplified 
views on directions, methods and difficulties in the development of 
Socialism, inevitably led to Soviet theory as the deciding ideo-theoretical 
influence on the conception of development of social relations and 
therefore cultural politics. Further, the lack of experience in the 
development of Socialism and a conviction that the USSR had both rich 
and tested experience and had found solutions and forms that could be 
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applied to cultural politics, served to favour the ‗models‘ and ‗theories‘ 
developed in Soviet practice. One should not neglect the openness, love 
and confidence of Yugoslav Communists for everything Soviet, nor their 
desire to find out as much as possible about the first country of Socialism. 
The practical need to overcome backwardness is another element that 
conditioned the acceptance and imitation of the Soviet model of cultural 
politics. (Dimić 1988 in Janjetović 2011: 31) 
 
In the case of cinematography, this problem of the availability of skilled workers 
was particularly apparent. As we noted in an earlier chapter compared to older arts like 
literature and the visual arts pre-war Yugoslavia had developed little in the way of 
cinematographic infrastructures and capabilities before WWII. Its film production was 
largely amateur, its distribution mostly conducted under foreign control, its exhibition 
underdeveloped outside of the major cities (Kosanović 2011) and its film production industry 
received little government assistance whether by way of financing or the market protection 
afforded by quotas. There was simply not the base of experienced technicians and filmmakers 
to form something that could be called an industry—what there was included some technical 
services and infrastructures in each of Belgrade, Zagreb and Ljubljana mostly related to 
distribution and exhibition (Kosanović 2011). The new authorities also faced the additional 
problem that so many of those film workers with skills and industry experience were 
compromised by their wartime involvements with the Nazis. These circumstances required 
policy makers to be pragmatic permitting some technical and artistic staff who had worked 
during the Nazi occupation to remain employed. Those film workers who had been active 
under the Occupation were largely kept on too but were not envisaged as assuming anything 
other than a supporting role. Consequently the new authorities needed to create a new cadre 
of film workers untainted by collaboration. They sent ideologically appropriate persons to 
study in Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union. Soviet help was also critical in educating film 
workers about feature film production with the In the mountains of Yugoslavia (1946) co-
production described in the previous chapter.  
 
The Soviet film industry thus served multiple functions in the development of the 
Yugoslav film industry. It was a source of the organizational model, a provider of film 
education and the source of films for the Yugoslav exhibition sector. This was in line with the 
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policy in other Yugoslav art markets. In the years immediately after the war Yugoslav 
authorities favoured Soviet art and culture products over those of other foreign countries.  
 
The most ambitious institutional form that this promotion of Soviet arts and culture 
took in Yugoslavia was the Society for Cultural Cooperation between Yugoslavia and USSR 
(SCCYU). This organisation was established in January 1945 at the initiative of the CPY 
(Janjetović 2011: 36-39). The Society was the largest Yugoslav organization for cultural 
exchange with foreign countries. By the end of 1946 it had 15,480 members. Its membership 
read as a ‗who‘s who‘ of Yugoslav artists and intellectuals. It promoted Soviet literature, 
music, film, theatre and other arts, as well as the theoretical contributions of Soviet social 
scientists. It also promoted the Russian language. The Society was a significant part of the 
effort to bring Soviet arts and culture into the Yugoslav mainstream.  
 
The Society, along with other institutions, was initially very successful at promoting 
Soviet arts and culture. By 1949 Soviet plays represented around 30% of the theatre 
repertoire in Serbia and translations from the Russian made up 74% of all books translated in 
Yugoslavia and 25% of all textbooks (Janjetović 2011: 36-39). We need to, however, qualify 
the Soviet ‗dominance‘ of Yugoslav art and culture sphere. The number of Soviet imports 
after the war was a direct consequence of not only their ideological and political desirability 
but also due to Soviet art production having been ignored and even prohibited by 
Yugoslavia‘s pre-war anti-Communist authorities. As such, there was a large pool of Soviet 
art and culture products available to make an impact. Indeed, this exclusion of Soviet product 
was typical of European countries prior to 1945 (with a Czechoslovakian exception). The part 
played by the Soviets in this period was then partially a compensation for the pre-war policy 
of anti-Soviet censorship.  
 
Further, we have to note that for all of their importance immediately after the war, 
Soviet art products did not dominate local, Yugoslav production. Even in literature the 
translations from Russian made no more than one third of all titles published in Yugoslavia 
between 1945 and 1949 (Janjetović 2011: 39). Therefore, while we can conclude in 
agreement with other historians that Yugoslav authorities promoted Soviet arts and culture 
over those from other foreign nations, we should note that they did not do so at the expense 
of their local product.  
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At the same time, as noted by historians such as Miloradović (2012) and Janjetović 
(2011), the CPY held negative attitudes towards American and other Western art and cultural 
products, typically denouncing them as ‗bourgeois‘ and ‗reactionary‘. Often, the attitude was 
one of open contempt and cynicism. For example, Steinbeck‘s classic Depression novel The 
grapes of wrath was translated into Yugoslav languages as Raj Amerika (America the 
paradise) (Borba newspaper, 19
th
 March 1947 cited in Janjetović 2011: 180). In November 
1946, Radovan Zogović - the head of Agitprop‘s literary section; a member of the board of 
the Committee for Cinematography and an important policy maker with a ‗Socialist realist‘ 
bend - criticised the hypocrisy of Western ‗free speech‘ and argued for a rejection of  ‗pro-
Western‘ art and culture products  (Peković and Kljakić 2012: 88-90).  
 
But we should also note and (unlike contemporary historians) make a point that 
although some Western works were criticized and censored, many were still distributed in 
theatres, radio, bookshops and other outlets. Despite jazz‘s status as ―cacophony‖ and ―noise‖ 
for Communist parties including Yugoslavia‘s at the time (Janjetović 2011: 35-6), jazz bands 
were active as early as 1945. Rather than an outright ban or boycott, Western cultural 
products were given an inferior status with distributors and sales outlets, but were allowed 
into Yugoslav markets and still made up a significant part of it. So although Yugoslav 
newspapers praised Soviet films while usually ignoring or describing Western films 
negatively (see Janjetović 2011:33, 172), the CPY produced no policy to block the 
distribution or exhibition of West-made films.  
 
In film distribution and exhibition Western cultural product did better than in most 
other sectors of arts and culture. This was firstly because the USSR was not able to produce a 
sufficient number of popular films for the Yugoslav market – this was similar to the 
Czechoslovakian situation. Secondly, as we noted earlier, there was already a number of 
American and other Western films in Yugoslavia at the end of the war (mostly pre-war films, 
but also some given as part of the Western aid to Yugoslavia). Importantly, there was a 
willingness of the new authorities to exhibit those films to the populace.  
 
In the period before the crisis in Yugoslav-Soviet relations, Yugoslav authorities 
promoted Soviet films and the Soviet model of industry development. This was in line with 
the general policy on art and culture. It is important to note, however, that before the Crisis 
there were aspects of the Yugoslav film industry that did not correspond with the Soviet 
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model. As described elsewhere in this thesis, a significant part of the exhibition network was 
in private hands until the final wave of nationalization in March-April 1948. Also, unlike 
their Soviet counterparts in this period the Yugoslav film administrators screened Western 
films, including American and British, despite the rhetoric of their criticism being largely 
directed against them. Therefore, while the Yugoslav film administrators genuinely wanted to 
apply the Soviet model, they did not manage to succeed in doing that in the period before the 
Crisis. Instead, and despite the sometimes trenchant pro-Soviet rhetoric and trenchant 
criticism of Western films, they were willing to change things gradually and compromise. 
 
 
 
Yugoslav film ideology and the Crisis 
The following discussion describes the Crisis in the relations between Yugoslavia and the 
Soviet bloc, first in general terms, and then in terms of how the Crisis played out in arts and 
culture, and most particularly in film. It highlights Yugoslavia‘s initial rhetorical response to 
the Crisis, which involved it in re-affirming Yugoslavia‘s loyalty to the USSR. In film this 
meant a continued rejection of Western values in film and support for the values embodied in 
Soviet film. It then follows how this rhetoric changed over the duration of the Crisis and 
afterwards, to the point where the once much praised Soviet arts and films became openly 
criticized and even denounced.  
 
The formal break with the Soviet Union started brewing in the last months of 1947 
(see Đilas 1985, Dedijer [1953] 1980). Official letters from Stalin accusing the CPY of 
deviations started arriving in March 1948. The public break occurred soon after on the 28
th
 
June. It took the form of a Resolution from the International Association of Communist 
Parties—the Cominform—which accused Yugoslavia of deviations from the theory and 
practice of Marxism-Leninism. The most important of these allegations of deviation were: 
 
1.  ―Pursuing an unfriendly policy toward the Soviet Union‖;  
2. ―Breaking with the Marxist theory of classes and class struggle‖ by denying 
―a sharpening of the class struggle in the countryside‖;  
3. Dissolving the Party‘s power into the People‘s Front (a coalition of 
Yugoslav anti-fascist political organizations), with the consequence that 
there were now ―no inner Party democracy, no elections, and no criticism 
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and self-criticism in the Party.‖ (see documents published in ‗The Soviet – 
Yugoslav Dispute‘ 1948: 61-70) 
 
Initially and then throughout the remainder of 1948, the CPY, Tito and his 
government all acted defensively. They rejected the accusations against them. They avowed 
their loyalty to Stalin and the Soviet Union. And they publicly proclaimed that they would 
never deviate from Marxism-Leninism. The 5
th
 Congress of the CPY was explicitly staged in 
July 1948 to prove this loyalty. By the end of 1948, however, the Soviet bloc had ramped up 
the conflict by putting into place an economic blockade of Yugoslavia. Occurring as it did at 
a time when Yugoslavia‘s economic development plans hinged on the continuing assistance 
of and trade with the USSR and other Socialist countries this was a dramatic setback for the 
Yugoslav State. It was designed to bring it to its knees. The Yugoslav authorities were 
variously in a state of disbelief, shock and panic at this development. Not only were they 
losing their ideological model and economic links to the Communist world, but they also 
feared and had every good reason to fear Soviet military intervention (Woodward 1995, 
Rusinow 1977).  
 
Desperate to remain in power and maintain their territorial sovereignty, the 
Yugoslav government approached (and accepted approaches by) the Western powers. In late 
1949 it started to receive Western military, financial and economic aid. The US and the West 
generally welcomed the rift in the Communist camp and elected to support Yugoslavia 
largely on Yugoslav terms. Crucially, on the 3
rd
 September 1949, the US Secretary of State 
Sean Acheson and Deputy Foreign Secretary Hector McNeil of Great Britain declared that a 
military attack on Yugoslavia would have ―serious consequences‖ (Đilas 1985: 259-60). 
These Anglo-American guarantees of Yugoslav sovereignty averted, for the time being, 
Soviet military intervention as an option. It permitted the Crisis to settle down in late 1949 
and new foreign relations and international configurations to emerge.  
 
As it became increasingly obvious that there was to be no rapprochement with the 
Soviets and that the West was willing to provide economic, political and military co-
operation and aid, the CPY gradually began to formulate a rhetorical offensive against its 
former ally. The Soviet model of administration of social life was denounced as a deviation 
of Marxist-Leninist thought and as a form of bureaucratisation. At the same time the opening 
up to the West became increasingly formalised. By 1952 military and trade alliances had 
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been forged with the US and its allies (Rusinow 1977). In 1953, Yugoslavia signed an 
Agreement on Friendship and Cooperation with both Greece and Turkey and in 1954 it 
became party to the ‗Balkan Pact‘ which in practice meant that the Yugoslav military was 
incorporated into NATO‘s strategic plans. These military alliances had now taken off the 
table the prospect of Soviet military intervention. 
 
This turnaround happened gradually. As we have indicated briefly above the 
immediate response of Yugoslav Communists to the Cominform Resolution adopted by the 
USSR and its Eastern Bloc allies, was to defend their Communist credentials against the 
Soviet accusations. They were hoping for a quick settlement. The pattern in arts and culture 
and therefore film followed this general logic of ideological affirmation. At the Fifth 
Congress of the Central Committee of the CPY held from 21
st
 to 28
th
 of July 1948, ‗Socialist 
realism‘ as an artistic style was affirmed as a guiding direction of its cultural politics (see 
documents in ‗CPY‘ 1948: 179-214; also, Dimić in Janjetović 2011: 41). In his report on 
cultural policy, Đilas criticized the Western mainstream arts in the following terms: 
―[t]hrough the contemporary bourgeoisie there are orgies of all kinds of cubists, surrealists, 
existentialists, artists and writers of a Picasso and Sartre type‖, artists who reach and promote 
―monstruous conclusions‖ (CPY 1948: 213). Further, although he insisted that the 
accusations laid out in the IB Resolution were ―unjustified‖, he also openly admitted 
―mistakes‖ and ―weaknesses‖ on Yugoslav side (CPY 1948: 201-214). For example, Đilas 
spoke of the  
 
[C]ircumstances of problems of organizational character [that were] 
inevitably at the centre of the Party organizations, led to a particular 
neglect of ideational struggle, and not only at the lower management 
but at the Central Committee of the CPY itself. From there the 
‗practicism‘; the misunderstanding of the directions of further progress, 
is one of the main, if not the main contemporary weakness in the work 
of the Party. (CPY 1948: 201)  
 
The commitment to address these shortcomings and to affirm the Soviet model was likewise 
espoused: ―the experiences of the Soviet Communist Party served us by providing an 
ideological orientation of priceless value‖. At the same forum, Zogović warned of decadence 
and formalism in Czech and Polish arts, praised the Soviet model and theory and proposed 
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that Yugoslav work was in second place behind Soviet work. The film activity of the Society 
for Cultural Cooperation between Yugoslavia and the USSR exploded at this time. After 
organizing a mere 69 screenings of Soviet films in the territory of Serbia in the previous three 
years, it organised 346 shows in 1948 alone (Archive of Yugoslavia, 1949)! This pattern 
seems to have been repeated in other Republics, as the Society was a national organization 
with Republican sections. 
 
On the USSR and other Socialist countries side, they were accusing Yugoslavia of 
significant deviations in the field of arts and culture. Examples of this deviation included 
criticism of Yugoslavia for its publishing market being ―open‖ to American ―detective 
novels‖ and that it was falling behind in the Yugoslav publication of Soviet literature 
(Peković and Kljakić 2012: 138). In film, the first acts of animosity towards Yugoslavia were 
carried out by other members of the Eastern Bloc and not the USSR. Polish film distributors 
returned the Yugoslav film Besmrtna Mladost (1948) (Immortal Youth) with the explanation 
that it was ―a war film, and since we screened a number of such films we find that our 
audience no longer likes them‖ (Mihailo Lalić quotes the Poles in Borba, 05th December 
1948, cited in Peković and Kljakić 2012: 141). Similarly, Ţivjet će ovaj narod (1947) (And 
this people shall live) was removed from the program of the Marianske Lazne Film Festival 
(in Czechoslovakia) in July-August 1948 because it featured Tito (Miloradović 2012: 278).  
      
By mid-1949, the tone of Yugoslav reactions to the accusations against them became 
more self-assured (Peković and Kljakić 2012, Janjetović 2011). Thus, writer Marijan 
Jurković polemicised against Liternaturnaya Gazeta‘s take on Yugoslavia in the following 
terms:  
 
In Tito‘s Yugoslavia, where politics is ‗anti-Soviet‘, 580 Soviet books 
were published in 1948. Soviet works make up 74% of the total number 
of translations in Yugoslavia. We would be very grateful to the 
Liternaturnaya Gazeta if it could answer us which of the countries of 
peoples‘ democracies publish more (either relatively or absolutely) 
Soviet books than does Yugoslavia? (in literary journal Knjiţevne 
Novine, 17
th
 May 1949, cited in Peković and Kljakić 2012: 140). 
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In April 1949, the Society for Cultural Exchange criticized the USSR for insufficient 
reciprocal activity in cultural exchange. The USSR was alleged to have been failing to inform 
the Soviet public of Yugoslav cultural advances. The same conclusions were reached 2 
months later at the Society‘s national plenum, alongside a promise to keep informing 
Yugoslavs of Soviet advances in Socialism. But soon after, the Society‘s activities became 
almost completely non-existent. Its magazine Yugoslavia – USSR (in which only Yugoslav 
authors were published in last few editions anyway) was dissolved (Janjetović 2011: 36-38). 
Only 8 screenings of Soviet films were organized in 1949 by the Society. Its role as a cultural 
institution had come to an end—a victim of the Crisis. In cultural politics, the criticism of the 
Soviet model began in earnest in December 1949 in a speech by Edvard Kardelj, the CPY‘s 
chief ideologist, at a meeting of the Slovenian Academy of Sciences (Janjetović 2011: 42-
43). This criticism was later repeated at the Third Plenum of the Central Committee of CPY 
in the same month.  
 
A beneficiary of these changed circumstances over the following years would be the 
West as the Yugoslav authorities began to further open the Yugoslav market to Western 
cultural products and artistic traditions. In 1950, the compulsory teaching of Russian 
language in schools ended. Students were now given a choice among Russian, German, 
French and English. The translation of Western literature increased both in absolute terms 
and relative to translations of Russian literature. 
  
From 1950, open criticism of Soviet arts started to define the terms of cultural 
debate. At the 2
nd
 Congress of visual artists of Yugoslavia in May 1950 we find statements 
like: ―the Soviet revision of Marxism obviously expressed its failures in the visual arts 
directed by practical needs of State politics‖. Contemporary Soviet literature was accused of 
describing the society from the position of State bureaucracy rather than that of the working 
class. It had instead become ―a servant of the regime‖ (Popović, Dušan in Borba, 24th June 
1950, cited in Janjetović 2011: 43).  
 
 Film rhetoric followed much the same general pattern. Before the Cominform 
denunciations went public in June 1948, criticism of much of the American production slate 
and praise for Soviet film production was a commonplace in Yugoslav newspapers and 
magazines. Thus, in early 1948, an article in Narodni Student (People‟s student) expressed 
disgust with the phenomenon of people lining in queues for hours to watch a Stan Laurel and 
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Olivier Hardy comedy Brucoši u Oksfordu (Chump at Oxford 1940) (cited in Janjetović 
2011: 174).  
 
According to contemporary Sebian historians, during the Crisis and even for a time 
after its resolution, the ‗anti-Hollywood‘ rhetoric continued and, for a time, actually 
intensified. For example, an article in Knjiţevne novine (Literature Gazette) criticized cinema 
management for extending the screening period of an American melodrama Zašto smo se 
sreli? (I‟ll be seeing you) (1944) produced by Selznick and starring Ginger Rogers - due to its 
popularity with the audience (Perišić 2012: 303). The columnist of Borba, the daily 
newspaper run by the CPY, regularly criticized Western, especially American films, as 
propaganda tools aiming at pacifying the class consciousness of the audiences with their 
―fake‖, ―decadent‖, ―imperialist‖ and ―escapist‖ tendencies (Đ. Bogojević, ‗American film in 
a blind alley‘ 10th October 1948 and ‗The collapse of a national film industry in 
―Marshallized‖ countries‘ 24th July 1949, both in Borba, cited in Janjetović 2011:172-73). 
Bogojević particularly warned of the propaganda dangers of American films. They falsely 
promoted an ―easy, cheerful and worry-free American way of life‖. Such films were held to 
support imperialist politics as ―a powerful weapon of Truman‘s doctrin—the whole world to 
Americans‖. He cited Eric Johnston‘s line: ―American film is the best representative of 
America abroad‖ casting it and the films as ominous threats. Bogojević also warned of the 
effects of these films on the youth, which could develop ―tendencies towards cruelty and lack 
of empathy‖, citing the findings of Italian psychiatrists.  
 
At the 5
th
 Congress of the CPY in June 1948—at the height of the Crisis—a strong 
denouncement of American film came from Radovan Zogović:  
 
In the struggle against the Western-European and American decadent 
and reactionary art, against its influence in our country, special attention 
should be committed to the struggle against American reactionary and 
decadent film. American reactionary and decadent film, that horrible 
and devastating Hollywood opium, has today, in the era of sharpening 
of social conflicts in the USA and other capitalist countries, the primary 
and immediate task of re-directing the attention and consciousness of 
the people from social problems to problems of a psycho-pathological 
nature. They seek to poison the consciousness, suffocate or seduce with 
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scenes of death, murder, nightmare, pornography and ―domestic idyll‖. 
They seek to nurture in people zoological attitudes, atavistic instincts, 
an awe of crime and criminals, and a passion for the ―adventures‖ of 
gangsters. And that is why we have to use the sharpest means of our 
criticism to de-throne American reactionary and decadent film. (CPY 
1948: 468) 
 
At the same time, Soviet films were held to ―glorify the moral characteristics of 
men, strengthen their will, raise consciousness and reinforce the hope of men in their own 
capacities, providing... perspectives of a new and happier life‖. Furthermore, ―Soviet films, in 
their artistic and social values and importance are today... leading the world [in the] fight 
against the decadence, darkness and reactionary film production in the West‖ (Bogojević, Đ 
10
th
 October 1948, Borba, cited in Janjetović 2011: 33-34). An additional point in the favour 
of these realistic, progressive Soviet film traditions was their adoption by the Eastern 
European people‘s democracies, as well as by progressive filmmakers in Italy and France. 
Film industry administrators including the director of the Committee for Cinematography, 
Aleksandar Vučo also joined in the criticism.  
  
At this time the Committee for Cinematography re-affirmed its loyalty to the Soviet 
model. It published the translation of the column by the USSR Deputy Minister of 
Cinematography in 1948 from which the following is extracted: 
 
The Soviet cinematography plays [an] essential role in the Communist 
education of labourers. Due to its exceptional potential in terms of the 
spiritual influence of the masses, film helps the working class and the 
Party to educate labourers in the spirit of social realism, to organize 
masses in the battle for Socialism, to uplift their cultural level and their 
political decisiveness. [The power of film] as a mighty propaganda tool 
for ideo-political education of the masses is reflected in the fact that each 
film is seen by tens of millions of people. Film is a powerful spiritual 
weapon: it conveys Socialist culture to the people, generating on [a] daily 
basis creative values accessible not only to the population of the big cities, 
but also to those in the most distant towns and villages of our vast 
fatherland. Therefore, the production of each new film is in the interest of 
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the State (Scherbina in film administration bulletin Bilten, no. 17, 1948, 
cited in Tadić 2009:158). 
 
On the 15
th
 February 1949, the film Censorship Commission was still ‗loyal‘ to the 
USSR. The American film A stranger in town (1949) was thus banned for its ―cleverly 
hidden anti-Soviet propaganda‖ (cited in Miloradović 2012: 277). By the end of the year, 
however, two Soviet films had been banned by the same Censor (Janjetović 2011:44) and 
organized viewing of Soviet films and free advertising for them had ceased. Historians note 
that the first negative reviews and criticism of Soviet films and cinematography started in 
1950. In Duga, a prominent review publication, a call was made for a dramatic reduction of 
Soviet presence on Yugoslav screens (Janjetović 2011:43). Borba carried open attacks on 
Soviet films: ―Soviet cinematography so far gave us a lot of bad works, films that deform the 
face and spirit of man and falsify the event‖ (‗Film Falsifikat‘, Borba, 27th November 1950, 
cited in Janjetović 2011:43). At the founding Congress of the Association of Film Workers of 
Yugoslavia on the 5
th
 April 1950, Vicko Raspor, the leading film critic of this period and one 
of executives of federal production company Zvezda, produced an especially sharp 
denunciation of contemporary Soviet film. It was, among other, ―revisionist and decadent‖, 
―degenerate‖ and ―dogmatic‖ (Raspor 1988). Further, the attitudes of Soviet film 
administrators towards developments in Yugoslavia were ―unfair, hypocritical and 
disrespectful‖.  
 
The above discussion shows the persistence of a rhetorical loyalty to the Soviet 
model, its cultural style of ‗Socialist realism‘ and Soviet cinematography prior to and during 
the Crisis, to at least 1950. Despite their protestations of continuity between the Yugoslav and 
Soviet filmmaking practice there were aspects of the Yugoslav film industry that had begun 
to differ in important ways from the Soviet model. An example of Yugoslav administrators 
attempting to find their own way was Agitprop‘s moving away from Soviet values in film 
education just before the Crisis broke out. Another example is to be found when the work of 
the highest film education institution in Yugoslavia at the time—the High School for 
Cinematography in Belgrade—was discussed at an Agitprop meeting on the 2nd March 1948. 
At this meeting significant changes were proposed in the area of political and ideological 
correctness. For example, it was decided to adopt the ‗American‘ model praised for its 
specialisation of directing and scriptwriting and other film tasks (Archive of Yugoslavia, 2
nd
 
March 1948). Further, film students were to have access to all films available regardless of 
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the censors‘ decisions upon their fitness for general public. The need to ―highlight our 
national history, national culture‖ was also raised. Russian language learning was moved 
from a compulsory to an elective subject. Finally, the subject ‗Socialist Realism‘ was 
replaced by the broader although still Socialist subject ‗Aesthetics‘. For the latter Agitrop 
recommended excerpts from Marx and Engels, Gorky and Plekhanov‘s ‗Letters on 
Literature‘, and Pavlov‘s ‗General Theory of Art‘ as the main texts.  
 
Thus, even before the official outbreak of the Crisis, Agitprop was calling for an 
ideological relaxation of and an increasing sophistication in the curriculum. Although the 
historians I have cited discuss these developments they do not assess their meaning nor do 
they accord any significance to the fact that this was occurring before the rift with the Soviets 
and the supposed ‗opening up‘ to the West. Due to the outbreak of the Crisis and subsequent 
attempts to appease the Soviets, however, the publication and promulgation of these changes 
had to wait on resolution of the political Crisis. 
 
It is only after the Crisis—from late 1949—that negative commentary on Soviet 
films and arts and culture in general developed alongside a more sympathetic treatment of 
American and other West-made films. However, as the final part of this chapter shows, the 
set of film practices that sat behind this public expression of Socialist values in culture and 
film prior to the Crisis were more complicated. Even before and during the Crisis, the 
Yugoslav film industry was more open to the West than its public rhetoric would suggest and 
commercial calculations influenced the development of the industry in ways that were 
sometimes contradictory with an ideological ‗logic of action‘ for the film industry. 
 
 
 
The Crisis and the Relations between Political Orthodoxy and Commercialism  
This section will show that the rhetorical response of Yugoslav authorities to the foreign 
relations Crisis of 1948-1949 we have just advanced was out of kilter in important ways with 
actual film industry practices at the time, such as the increasing importation of American and 
other West-made films before and during the Crisis. As such, the shift in rhetoric before and 
after the crisis was underpinned by a more complicated set of film industry practices. This 
leads to the conclusion that only to a limited extent can we claim that the politics of the Crisis 
actively shaped film industry policy and practice. 
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The following discussion will show that from the outset, commercial principles 
played a role in the design and development of the Yugoslav film industry in the ‗Committee 
period‘. While the dominant logic of action in the industry involved the pursuit of Socialist 
ideology through film, a set of contradictory logics operated due to various economic and 
administrative imperatives. These contradictory logics gave important weight to commercial 
influences. As such, at the moment of the Crisis, there was not a clean and simple shift from 
ideology to commercialism in the Yugoslav film industry.  
 
In its first Five-Year Plan for 1947-1951 period, the Yugoslav government tasked 
the Committee for Cinematography to develop the organizational, artistic and technical 
capabilities that would enable the production of no less than 40 and as much as 50 feature 
films annually by the 1950s (cited in Miloradović 2012: 255). Until that time, the Yugoslav 
film industry was understood as operating in a developmental mode in which it would depend 
upon foreign films with this dependence gradually diminishing over time. Therefore, from the 
outset, the importation of film question and the terms under which it occurred was central to 
the Yugoslav film industry. The administrative apparatus associated with film importation 
and distribution, as well as the commercial principles applied in the importation and 
distribution sectors, had an important influence over the development of the industry. The 
industry therefore evolved in ways that were sometimes in conflict with the ideological logic 
of the Socialist agenda in film. 
 
The importance of film imports was acknowledged at the founding session of the 
Committee in June 1946. The Managing Board of the Committee affirmed film import sector 
as the economic base for the film industry. As the minutes put it: ―Brenk, you will take over 
the Committee‘s most important sector - the importation and distribution of films. It is an 
interesting, responsible, promising job - and film-viewing might earn us some money‖ 
(Aleksandar Vučo cited in Ranković 2004: 114, italics mine). The need for the Committee to 
focus on profitability through its import policy was a result of the realization, after 
unsuccessful lobbying earlier that year, that the import and distribution of films would not be 
subsidized. Although Ranković maintains that a ―serious‖ consideration of commercialism of 
film imports did not take place until 1950 (2004: 64), I would argue that the authorities‘ were 
aware of the need for a strong commercial orientation in both film importation and its 
national distribution as early as 1946 - at the founding session of the Committee for 
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Cinematography at that. At the end of his report at the Committee‘s founding session Vučo 
reiterated that they were operating in circumstances in which film would be afforded little 
benefit: ―The State enterprise for import, export and distribution of films, and all of the 
Republican enterprises for distribution, as distinctly economic enterprises, shall not enjoy any 
benefits with respect to payment of tax and other duties‖ (cited in Ranković 2004:114). The 
economic rationale was reinforced in November 1946 when a 23% tax was legislated for in 
the exhibition sector (Official Gazette, 26
th
 November 1946). Therefore, the Committee knew 
from the start that they had to keep import, distribution and exhibition sectors financially self-
sufficient. Not long after they were also aware that the Government saw film exhibition and 
distribution as a ‗cash cow‘ not only to fund cinefication but to boost the consolidated 
revenues of government.    
 
FEY‘s film import role was taken over by the Committee through the setting up of 
the Film Importation Company. This company was soon renamed Jugoslavija Film. It had its 
main office in Belgrade. The Committee established Jugoslavija Film as a monopoly 
importer of films, responsible for translation, subtitling and processing of film and execution 
of the ―planned distribution of films‖ to Republican distribution enterprises (Ranković 
2004:48). As for its predecessor administrative agencies, financial considerations played a 
key role in the relations with foreign film exporters and influenced the country of origin and 
number of films that were imported in ways that were at times contradictory to announced 
ideological imperatives.  
 
There were a number of flash points in which this occurred. First, due to financial 
considerations, the flat-fee rental contracting was institutionalized as the standard deal for 
non-Soviet suppliers. The decision to make it so revolved around the conflict with the British 
that started in the FEY period, as described in the previous chapter. One of the Committee‘s 
first tasks was to deal with the contract to import British films inherited from FEY. The 
Committee was dissatisfied with the British insistence on a profit-sharing deal and inspection 
of Yugoslav account books. It annulled the contract (Ranković 2004: 39). British films were 
then denounced as ―political propaganda‖ with none being imported in 1946 (Dimić in 
Janjetović 2012: 34). While appearing ideological and political, as we have seen an important 
commercial decision and logic underpinned this public rejection of British films and this 
denunciation must be seen in terms of larger game playing over contracts between Yugoslav 
and British parties. 
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Import of British films was soon re-established in 1947 when a flat-fee rental deal 
was agreed to by the British (at this point British quality had, it seems, replaced British 
propensity for propaganda). The preference for flat-fee rentals remained a constant feature of 
Yugoslav film import policy until the country‘s demise in the 1990s. The change was 
justified by concerns over foreign control over and insight into domestic distribution 
mechanisms. It had more, however, to do with a desire for a financially more promising deal 
weighted in Yugoslavia‘ favour (Ranković 2004: 39). The rental deals with the French and 
other European film distributors were also signed under a flat-fee contract. The American 
Majors, however, still refused to budge from profit-sharing deals, but American 
‗independents‘ happily stepped into the breach, as they did in Czechoslovakia.  
 
The only profit-sharing deal with a foreign distributor that was maintained in this 
1946-9 period was the one with the Soviets. At this point, Yugoslavia was still willing to 
place relations with the USSR above its economic interests in the sphere of film. To the 
chagrin of the Yugoslav importer, the deal with the Soviet exporter remained in an 
undesirable form. It did score a limited win however when in May 1947 some of its onerous 
terms were mitigated when the 50:50 profit-sharing arrangement was changed to a 60:40 in 
favour of Yugoslavia (Ranković 2004: 122). In December 1947, while in Moscow for talks 
with Stalin and others, the head of Agitprop Milovan Đilas attempted once again to amend 
the agreement on the import of Soviet films (Đilas 1985: 160-61). This attempt failed, with 
the Soviet minister Mikoyan allegedly telling Đilas that any move on his part would set a 
precedent for other Eastern European film importers. It was only when the ―break with 
Stalin‖ was translated into a break with Soviet films in 1950 (when no Soviet films were 
imported) that flat-fee contracts became the dominant form for all Yugoslav import deals. By 
then, as we shall describe later in this section, Hollywood had ‗opened up‘ to the Yugoslav 
monopoly importer and proposed terms that were acceptable to Yugoslav authorities. 
 
Further contrary to the image of the industry as ideologically ‗pure‘ and dogmatic 
during this period from the outset, a significant number of Western produced films were 
being exhibited in Yugoslavia. Official statistics show that there were 118 Soviet and other 
Socialist-made films circulating the Yugoslav film exhibition network in 1946 making up 
59% of the total number of films  (Miloradović 2012: 316). At the same time, 77 western-
made films were also being screened making up 38.5% of the total. These official statistics, 
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however, do not appear to include the ‗confiscated‘ films. Therefore, we can assume that 
there were many more Western produced productions circulating in the cinemas at this time; 
up to 124 in total according to France Brenk, director of imports at the time (cited in 
Ranković 2004: 38). Further, the box office success, expressed as the ratio of films in the 
Belgrade cinema repertoire for which we have figures, shows that in 1946 Soviet films took 
39.8% of screen time, while American films took 40.7% (Dević 2002: 27-28). The few Polish 
and Czechoslovakian films were dominated by the British, French and Italian products that 
made up the remaining 19.5%. Thus, 1946 was a year in which Western produced films 
dominated Socialist produced films at the Yugoslav box office.  
 
Of course, the ratio of screen time is not a precise method to determine the relative 
popularity of one film over another, since it does not tell us how many tickets were sold. 
However, at this time, most of the Belgrade cinemas were still privately-owned and run 
(Paramentić 1995: 285), so too there were no regulations forcing exhibitors to run Soviet 
films to empty seats. We can therefore expect exhibitors to have been seeking an alignment 
between screen time and maximising profits. The Western produced films were certainly 
more popular with the audience. For example, at the meeting of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of Croatia in 1947 it was noted that non-Soviet films sold on average more 
tickets than did Soviet films, although it was not specified by how much (Spehnjak cited in 
Janjetović 2011: 38). The difference, however, must not have been large enough to render the 
above mentioned statistics irrelevant. This is confirmed in 1947, when national and Republic-
based statistics were collated for the first time according to the number of tickets sold. These 
statistics approximated closely to those offered by the analysis of Belgrade cinema repertoire 
in the same year (compare Dimić in Miloradović 2002:98 and Dević 2002: 36). Consequently 
we can argue that the above mentioned statistics on screen time provide a good indication of 
the actual box office composition. 
 
By 1947, however, the confiscated Western films were largely used up in the most 
profitable parts of the national cinema network. At the same time, a large number of Soviet 
films were imported, allowing Agitprop to intensify its ideo-political considerations. It took a 
year or two for Yugoslavia and the USSR to agree upon the relevant contracts, and then 
produce, transport and process (subtitling) the prints in sufficient number. In general, the 
Soviets found it logistically difficult to deliver their films to the markets of their East 
European Socialist allies. Thus, in Czechoslovakia they were unable to service the one half of 
182 
 
the exhibition network granted to them in this period (Variety 18
th
 September 1946). 
Nevertheless, once they delivered a sufficient number of films to Yugoslavia in 1947, the box 
office situation changed dramatically and in the Soviet‘s favour. Soviet films quickly came to 
dominate Yugoslav screens. In Belgrade, the Yugoslav capital, Soviet films secured 62.3% of 
the box office compared to the 3.1% achieved by a dwindling supply of American films 
(Dević 2002: 36). Nationally, this dominance was even more pronounced: 68.2% of tickets 
sold were for Soviet films, 5.8% for Yugoslav productions, and 26% for films from other, 
mostly Western, countries (Dimić 1988: 179 in Miloradović 2002:98; Miloradović 2012: 
316). The low ratio of American films in the Western total indicates the extent of the price 
sensitivity on the part of the Yugoslav film import monopoly and their resistance to the dollar 
payment and profit-sharing deals favoured by the MPEA and its members. As other Western 
film exporters were more flexible, they took most of the non-Soviet box office. With the 
purchase of 9 American ‗independents‘ in 1947, things looked slightly better for American 
films in1948, but approximately 75% of the Yugoslav box office in that year still went to the 
Soviet, Yugoslav and other Socialist-made films (Dimić in Miloradović 2002: 98).    
 
This dominance of Soviet films was a direct result of an agreement signed in 1946 
between the USSR and Yugoslav governments. According to the head of Agitprop, Milovan 
Đilas:  
 
The Soviet filmmakers [who produced In the mountains of 
Yugoslavia] had been preceded by a Yugoslav emigrant named ‗S‘, 
who had arrived from the USSR and forced himself on the director of 
a new film enterprise in the capacity of ―expert‖. Meddlesome, greedy 
and dissolute, he was removed before any confrontation could began, 
at which point he came out for Stalin. Later he was exposed as a spy. 
‗S‘ served mainly as an intermediary between Moscow and us on film 
questions. In 1946, he submitted the draft of a Yugoslav-Soviet 
agreement for film collaboration to Vladislav Ribnikar, who directed 
cultural affairs for the Federal Government. Mild and co-operative 
though he was, Ribnikar noticed something inappropriate in the 
agreement and, since it touched on ideology, consulted with me in 
Agitprop. The agreement would have crippled our film industry, 
which was being developed from scratch. According to the terms, 
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Soviet films were to monopolize the Yugoslav market, and the most 
unfavourable, most humiliating conditions for us were set. I consulted 
with Kardelj and notified Tito. Both agreed with my assessment but 
argued that a rift had to be avoided and compromise solutions sought. 
I dictated those solutions, in negotiations with Soviet embassy 
employees and ‗S‘, who quickly backed down, obviously annoyed. 
But enough subservience remained in the revised agreement, approved 
by Tito and Kardelj and accepted by the Soviets, to make us feel the 
sting of shame, until our later resistance rendered that agreement 
obsolete. (1985: 81) 
 
Thus, as a part of the effort to maintain good relations with the USSR in general, the 
Yugoslav government allowed the dominance of Soviet film in Yugoslav market from 1947 
until the agreement was terminated. This dominance was not profitable for the Yugoslav 
importer, and led to further ‗currency bleeding‘. According to President Tito, the payment 
was in American dollars and the contract with the Soviets even denied the Yugoslav side a 
choice over the films sent by the Soviets (cited in Dedijer [1953], 1980: 574). Furthermore, 
Soviet films were actually more expensive than Western produced films. Tito offered the 
comparison of Hamlet with Laurence Olivier purchased for $2,000 while the Soviet film 
Doţivljaji Ruskog Tajnog Agenta5 (The adventures of a Russian secret agent) cost $20,000.  
 
A quarter of the screen time in 1947 and 1948 (Dimić in Miloradović 2002: 98) was 
reserved for Western produced, profitable films. Given the lack of commercial potential of 
the majority of Soviet products, and the insistence of the Yugoslav government to keep the 
film sector financially self-sustaining, commercial American and other Western films became 
a necessity. Commercial considerations prevailed as Yugoslav officials sought to work 
around onerous Soviet contracts by seeking wider Western sources of supply. 
 
Thus, in 1947 and 1948, at least 24 American ‗independently‘ produced or 
distributed films were screened in Yugoslavia, including 10 new imports (see statistics in 
Miloradović 2012: 316, Volk 1977: 145). These included four productions from the Hal 
Roach studios. Three were comedies; two Stanley and Laurel vehicles - Chump at Oxford 
                                                 
5
 I was unable to find the original Russian title for this film, or its year of production. 
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(1940: dir Alfred Goulding) and Saps at Sea (1940: Gordon Douglas) and a sophisticated, 
Oscar nominated romantic comedy Topper takes a trip (1938: Norman McLeod). The fourth 
film was Of Mice and Men, a 1939 critically acclaimed and award-winning Lewis Milestone 
film based on John Steinback Depression-era novel, starring Burgess Meredith.  
 
Republic Studios contributed another four films to the Yugoslav film market: 
Scatterbrain, a 1940 Gus Meins comedy which made fun of Hollywood producers such as 
Samuel Goldwyn and Darryl Zanuck; Lake Placid Serenade, a much ridiculed 1944 Steve 
Sekely ice-skating romance musical, and two John Wayne westerns – Dark Command (1940: 
Raoul Walsh) and In old Oklahoma (1943: Albert Rogell). The most popular American film 
in 1947, however, was Charlie Chaplin‘s Great Dictator (1940) (Volk 1978: 24). A Samuel 
Goldwyn Oscar winning production, The Westerner (1940), directed by William Wyler and 
starring Gary Cooper, Walter Brennan and Doris Davenport was also a big hit, as were Sitting 
Pretty, a Walter Lang comedy produced for Fox in 1948, and William Dieterle‘s  I‟ll be 
seeing you (1945). 
 
Other American films in Yugoslav cinemas in 1947 and 1948 included The Great 
Waltz (1938: directed by Julien Duvivier, Victor Fleming and Josef von Sternberg for Loew‘s 
MGM), an Oscar winning biography of Johann Strauss; Night song (1947: John Cromwell for 
RKO and John Cromwell production), a romantic musical; Dragon Seed, a 1944 Harold 
Bucquet and Jack Conway film about the Chinese resistance to Japanese invasion produced 
by Loew‘s MGM for the US government with Katharine Hepburn and other non-Asian actors 
playing Asians (!); Desperate Journey, Raoul Walsh‘s 1942 Warner-produced light-hearted 
war action film with Errol Flynn and Ronald Reagan (employed by the Office of War 
Information in this period), and Forgotten Village, a 1941 ‗Pan-American Films‘ docu-drama 
about an attempt to provide health services to a Mexican village, written by John Steinbeck, 
narrated by Burgess Meredith, directed by Herbert Kline and Alexander Hammid and 
censored off the screens in New York. These films were quite mixed in terms of their ideo-
political messages. Some, like The great dictator and the Steinbeck-Meredith films were 
explicitly ‗socially critical‘, and The Westerner more implicitly so. However, most of these 
American films were apolitical and aimed solely at entertainment. 
 
At least 10 British films were screened in 1947 and 1948 in Yugoslavia. The biggest 
hits were The Seventh Veil (1945), a Compton Bennet melodrama, Great Expectations (1946) 
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and Brief Encounter (1945), both directed by David Lean for Cineguild, the first an 
adaptation of Charles Dickens‘ novel and the last of Noel Cowards play Still Life (Volk 1977: 
24-25). All three won critical acclaim and awards. Furthermore, Great Expectations was 
critical of the exploitation of the working class and the other two of the position of women in 
British society, making them a happy combination of quality, commercial success and ideo-
political correctness. In the same period, more than 50 French and 10 Italian films were 
screened. Commercially successful titles included Marcel Carné‘s critically acclaimed thee 
hour romance written by Jacques Prevert Les Enfants du Paradis (1945); a six hour 
adaptation of Les Miserables (1934) by Raymond Bernard; and a Rene Clement neo-realist 
film about the French resistance during WWII, La Bataille du Rail (1946), Andre 
Berthomieu‘s L‟ange de la Nuit – a 1942 melodrama produced by Pathe under the Vichy 
government (!); Abel Gance‘s historical action drama La Capitaine Fracasse (1943), and 
Christian-Jaque‘s La Symphonie Fantastique (1942). 
 
Further, it needs to be noted that the confiscated Western produced films continued 
to be screened at this time. And while we do not have information on titles and exact statistics 
surrounding the screening of these confiscated films, we do know from the official statistics 
that more American, British, and Italian films were screened in 1947 and 1948 than were 
imported since the end of war (see statistics in Miloradović 2012: 316-17). We also have 
clues such as an old photograph that shows how the ‗Takovo‘ cinema house in Belgrade was 
in 1947 screening the 1935 Mascot picture production, The adventures of Rex and Rinty 
directed by Ford Beebe and B Reeves Eason (see photograph in Perišić 2012: 406).  
 
Many of the Western produced films that made it to Yugoslav screens in 1947 and 
1948, were quality films with ideo-politically correct messages. When they had commercial 
potential, they were enthusiastically circulated throughout the nation. However, many were 
also apolitical and some reactionary, at least based on the standards announced by prominent 
Agitprop figures such as Dedijer, Đilas, and Zogović. Despite the arguments about the 
ideological strictness of the Yugoslav censors (Miloradović 2012, Janjetović 2011, Vučetić 
2012, Tadić 2009), it is difficult to accept that a film administration that screened John 
Wayne westerns, melodramas and romances, and American propaganda war films should be 
considered ‗dogmatic‘. In fact, while the administrators of Yugoslav film industry tried to 
find ideo-politically correct Western produced films, they did so with a view to the necessary 
balance they had to strike in order to keep the industry financially sustainable. When this 
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required the screening of not-so-ideo-politically-correct films, they had no hesitation in doing 
so, despite the criticism and complaints from the more ‗anti-Western‘ sections of the CPY 
and society at large. The tension between the rival dictates of political orthodoxy and 
financial viability is also illustrated in the Censorship Commission‘s reversal of its decisions 
to censor Western films which coincided with times when the pool of available films 
dwindled after the Soviet boycott of Yugoslav film market. Thus, films such as Richard 
Thorpe‘s Tarzan‟s New York Adventure (1942) (Tarzan u Njujorku) and Jacques Becker‘s 
Antoine et Antoinette (1947) (Anton i Antoaneta) banned in January 1948 and February 1949 
respectively, eventually were allowed into distribution in 1950 (Miloradović 2012: 270-71, 
Volk 1977: 154). 
 
The concern with maintaining a financially viable film industry helps explain the re-
establishing of relations between Yugoslavia and the MPEA. With so many State resources 
tied up with the roll out of cinema to rural and regional areas and with other nation building 
infrastructure projects requiring support from the cinema box-office the focus of the 
Yugoslav authorities was on getting the cinema to pay its way and more as soon as and as 
much as possible. This made them arguably more concerned about box office returns than 
any of their counterparts in the Eastern Bloc. Although Yugoslavia proved somewhat slower 
to reach an agreement with the MPEA than did some of the other Eastern European Socialist 
countries, it finally did so in 1948. By then it had become urgent for the industry to acquire 
profitable Western films. At the same time the MPEA was now ready to compromise to reach 
an agreement to normalise the film exchange between the two countries and permit the 
circulation of Hollywood films. Its motives in doing so were as much related to the inroads 
that the Soviets, American ‗independents‘ and the British and continental Europeans were 
making into this and other foreign markets as they were to any agreements that they had 
struck with the US Government to support its wider ‗foreign policy‘ priorities. 
 
In April 1946, the MPEA began negotiations with Germany, Austria, Korea, Japan, 
the Netherlands, the Dutch East Indies (Indonesia), the USSR, Romania, Bulgaria, Poland, 
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia. Each of these countries had been identified as 
being engaged in ―monopolistic motion-picture practices‖ (New York Times, 5th April 1946). 
Notably this group included both Western and Eastern bloc countries and some close defence 
partners such as Japan and Korea. The irony of the situation was not lost on Eric Johnston, 
the head of the MPEA:  
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Much as we disbelieve in monopolistic cartels, our only defense for 
the time being is in dealing as a collective unit. As soon as we are free 
to deal competitively in these countries, the association will be 
dissolved. (cited in New York Times, 5
th
 April 1946) 
 
Until late 1946, the MPEA prioritized payments in American dollars when dealing 
with the film importers from the Socialist countries of Eastern Europe. Furthermore, the 
MPEA Majors were unwilling to sell films on either a flat-fee or on ad hoc basis, insisting 
instead on long-term profit-sharing contracts (Blahova 2011:2). Thus, in September 1946 the 
MPEA signed a deal with the Czechoslovakian film monopolist, leasing 80 films in a 65:35 
split in favour of the MPEA, similar to their pre-war deals (Blahova 2011:1, and Skopal, 
unpublished manuscript 2013). This deal soon ran into problems, however. The popularity of 
the American films that hit the Czechoslovakian screens after years of absence was such that 
their screening led to intense currency ‗bleeding‘ in times of post-war scarcity in 
Czechoslovakia (Skopal, unpublished manuscript 2013). In response by 1947, the 
Czechoslovakian import monopoly started to privilege domestic, Soviet and Swiss films 
acquired under more acceptable contractual conditions. They also began dealing with 
American ‗independent‘ distributors and producers who were willing to make flat-fee rental 
contracts with Czechoslovakia.  
 
From around late 1946, however, the MPEA and its Hollywood Major members 
began to realign their priorities. On the one hand they increasingly cooperated with the US 
government on its propaganda activities in Europe; and, on the other hand, they sought to 
protect their overseas markets. One source of competition came from the American 
‗independents‘ who fought for their own place in the global market, while another came from 
protectionist measures installed by many Governments at this time (Variety, 18
th
 September 
1946; Jarvie 1990). Blahova has shown that Hollywood Majors were also concerned as early 
as 1944 with the plans of Soviet authorities to expand production and make inroads for its 
film distributors in East and West Europe, as well as other global markets (2010, 2011). It 
was felt that the Soviet film industry with a monopoly base in East Europe would be in a 
position to challenge them in the lucrative West European markets and beyond (Blahova 
2010: 349-351). It was feared that the West European authorities would allow the Soviet 
films into their markets in order to ―stifle Hollywood‘s power‖. Indeed, in January 1945, the 
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American embassy in Moscow had reported that Soviets got agreements to export to the UK 
and Italy. Eric Johnston was recruited in September 1945 to head the MPEA with the tasks of 
stopping the loss of markets by getting films into not only Western but also Eastern Europe, 
especially the USSR, in order to undercut the Soviet expansion. Eric Johnston came to 
prominence after he met with Stalin and his ministers for Trade (Anastas I. Mikoyan) and 
Foreign Affairs (Vyacheslav M. Molotov) in 1944, as a head of Roosevelt‘s trade delegation 
(Blahova 2010: 352). The contacts he established there were prominent among the reasons 
for his selection as chief of the MPEA.  
In 1946, Eric Johnston started his campaign to export films into Eastern Europe. He 
brushed ideo-political rhetoric aside, referring to the Eastern European monopolists as ―hard-
headed businessmen‖ rather than Communist ideologues (Variety, 18th September 1946). The 
real issue facing the MPEA, however, was one of extracting hard currency from beleaguered 
economies. The Majors started to accept the demands from Eastern European importers for 
reduced profit share in 1947 (see Blahova 2011: 3). The new approach soon provided results 
in Hungary and Czechoslovakia and elsewhere (Variety, 07
th
 January 1947; Blahova 2011).  
 
By early 1947, the MPEA was describing Yugoslavia as ―willing to negotiate‖ with 
the Hollywood export monopoly (Variety, 7
th
 January 1947). The MPEA‘s insistence on 
payment of dues for ‗confiscated‘ films and the House of Un-American Activities Committee 
proceedings against the ‗leftist‘ film-workers in the US must have slowed a rapprochement. 
In April 1947, Eric Johnston complained about how very few MPEA films were getting into 
Poland, Bulgaria, Romania, Yugoslavia or Hungary (New York Times, 14
th
 April 1947). By 
May 1947, however, Variety was reporting an increase in playtime and profits for American 
films in Hungary compared with the pre-war situation, and Poland had begun to import 
MPEA pictures for the first time since 1939 (Variety, 14
th
 May 1947 and 26
th
 May 1947). By 
June 1947, the MPEA had signed agreements with the ―State-controlled monopolies‖ in most 
of the countries mentioned above, leaving Bulgaria, the USSR and Yugoslavia as the only 
countries in Europe ―where American films have not yet penetrated‖ (New York Times 11th 
June 1947). Of course, this was only true with regard to the MPEA-distributed American 
films. In Yugoslavia American ‗independent‘ films were screened with significant box office 
success. The MPEA annual report of that year declared optimism that deals would be made 
with Bulgaria and Yugoslavia ―within the next few months‖ and possibly even with the 
USSR (NY Times 11
th
 June 1947). In early 1948, Bulgaria signed a contract with the MPEA, 
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leaving Yugoslavia and the USSR the only countries in Europe that had not yet started 
importing MPEA films.    
 
This was about to change when in the midst of the Crisis in 1948 Eric Johnston went 
to both Moscow and Belgrade. In Moscow he signed a deal to sell 20 films for $1 million. 
Ten days later, on the 4
th
 October 1948, he spent a few hours with Yugoslav president Tito 
before he met with the film authorities to work out the financial details of an MPEA-
Yugoslavia rental contract. The contract was a compromise between the flat-fee contract 
favoured by the Yugoslav side and the profit-sharing type favoured by the MPEA. It 
consisted of a fixed price and a (relatively small) profit-sharing element. This type of contract 
was distinct from those that the MPEA struck with Czechoslovakia where they had insisted 
on a profit-sharing arrangement (Blahova 2011). Thus, the contract stipulated a fixed price of 
$10,000 per film and 11% of the box office over $7,500 in 10 selected cities (Variety, 6
th 
October and 17
th
 November 1948). The MPEA then handed over the list of 100 films from 
which Yugoslavs were to pick the first 20-25. Thus, Yugoslavia became allegedly ―the last 
country in the world to resume regular buying of American films‖ (New York Times, 5th 
October 1948).  
 
While the American mainstream media was quick to describe the potential deal as a 
consequence of the Crisis in the relations between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia (see 
Variety, 21
st
 July 1948), the fact that the Soviets signed a similar contract with the MPEA a 
week and a half earlier rules out the notion that the deal was done out of some kind of spite or 
desire to rebut the Soviets. As we have seen the CPY was especially careful at this sensitive 
time of conflict with the USSR not to provoke any further irritation from the Soviets. In fact, 
as discussed earlier in this chapter, it was not until the second half of 1949— a year later—
that the Yugoslav authorities, the media, intellectuals and film administrators started 
confronting and attacking the Soviet arts policies and USSR in general. From that point on 
the earlier period and its trajectories were redescribed in the light of this rift. This 
retrospective redescription is what film scholars unfortunately have bought to their 
examination of the trajectories of the Yugoslav screen industries. They have mistaken the 
capital ―P‖ ―Politics‖ for the ordinary logics of film exhibition and distribution.  
 
In the film sector specifically, 1948 was actually the year in which there was a very 
low intake of Western films in Yugoslavia. This was because of the tensions produced by the 
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Crisis which made Yugoslav authorities initially wary of importing Western films at the time 
for fear of inflaming the situation with the Soviets. They worried doing so would give the 
Soviets a basis for further accusations of their ideo-political deviation. Thus, the Soviet deal 
with Johnston was important to them as a precedent for their action. It made the Yugoslav 
deal, formalised after the Soviet deal, politically acceptable. Up until this time only one 
American film had been imported in 1948 (this was Sitting Pretty, a 1948 award-winning Fox 
comedy directed by Walter Lang), and one Italian, one French and three British films (Volk 
1977:25). However, the income of Yugoslav distributors and exhibitors did not suffer greatly 
in 1948. This was due to the re-distribution of films acquired in previous years. Thus, 80 
Western produced films were screened in Yugoslavia in 1948, including 24 American films 
(Miloradović 2012: 316). However, things were looking bad for 1949, unless more 
commercial, that is, more Western films were to be imported. Yugoslavia-MPEA deal of 
October 1948 was then a deal that was principally economically and not politically 
motivated.  
 
The finalization of this deal between the Committee for Cinematography and the 
MPEA occurred on 15
th
 March 1949 in Belgrade with the visit of Irving Maas, vice president 
and general manager of the MPEA, (New York Times, 16
th
 March 1949). Details of the 
financial side of the deal were later disclosed. Although the amounts remained unspecified 
this time, Maas revealed that, apart from the percentage of the grosses paid in dollars in the 
US, there was also to be an ―un-remittable balance of American picture earnings, accruing in 
Yugoslav dinars‖ that was to be available for use by the MPEA in ―compensation deals‖. 
Furthermore, the MPEA was allowed by the contract to appoint a resident representative in 
Belgrade ―to control the execution of the contract‖, that is, to gain insight into distributors‘ 
and exhibitors‘ books in chosen urban centres. That is, the Yugoslav government had agreed 
to a limited form of Hollywood auditing.   
 
By limiting the profit sharing to 10 large cities, Yugoslav film administrators 
avoided intensifying the problems associated with the two-tiered nature of their national 
distribution and exhibition network and its uneven reporting practices. Further as we have 
seen the screening of films in provincial and rural areas was subsidized by urban audiences 
who paid much higher ticket prices. Outside the large cities, Yugoslav distributors and 
exhibitors were all losing money supporting a State run cinema program. This led to some 
priority being given to urban theatres in terms of investment into theatres, the quality of prints 
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and the freshness of the repertoire in part to support the continued subsidy of rural and 
regional audiences (Janjetović 2011: 62-64, 181). At the same time, the provincial and rural 
theatres were reported as cheap and nasty; with old repertoire, dingy theatres, uncomfortable 
seats, and worn out films.  
 
Before the MPEA decided to compromise and limit its supervision to 10 selected 
cities, it insisted on sharing the gross income from provincial and rural theatres. If the 
Yugoslav film industry administrators had accepted this, they would have had to either give 
up the ambitious and explicitly Socialist national cinefication program or pile up further 
financial losses. Instead, they had decided to rely on American ‗independent‘ and 
‗confiscated‘ films until they come to a compromise with the MPEA.  
 
In the event no such compromise was reached, however, between the Soviets and the 
MPEA. In fact, the MPEA claimed that Soviets would not allow any supervision whatsoever. 
This had the consequence that the deal that Johnston had initiated with the Soviets fell 
through (Variety, 2
nd
 August 1950). Trade relations between the USSR and Hollywood were 
stalling here on the very same point that had prevented an earlier deal being made in the 
1920s (Thompson 1992). It would not be until 1958 that the USSR started importing 
Hollywood features (Vučetić 2012: 88). 
 
The MPEA films imported and screened in Yugoslavia between 1948 and 1952 
illustrate that quality and ideo-political correctness were not dominant over commercialism 
and profitability considerations. By the time Irving Maas finalized the deal, the first eight of 
the eventual 20 films had been approved for screening by the Yugoslav censors. These were 
Madam Curie (1943: dir Mervyn LeRoy), Random Harvest (1942: also by LeRoy), Ali Baba 
and the 40 thieves (1944: Arthur Lubin), Gulliver‟s travels (1939: Dave Fleischer), Tarzan‟s 
secret treasure (1941: Richard Thorpe), Citizen Kane (1941: Orson Welles), Mr Smith goes 
to Washington (1939: Frank Capra), and Watch on the Rhine (1943: Herman Shumlin) 
(Variety, 30 March 1949). By June 1949, the MPEA was reporting its satisfaction with the 
success of its films in the Yugoslav market (Variety, 10
th
 June 1949). 
 
The MPEA initially attracted ―widespread criticism‖ in the US for the films it had 
allowed its Yugoslav partners to pick from its list (Variety, 30 March 1949). This criticism 
applied especially to the last three films. Fears were expressed that these films were being 
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selected to cast the US government and American society in general in a bad light. The 
MPEA executives denied such accusations and subsequently refused to publish the list of 100 
films offered to the Yugoslavs, in order to avoid future controversies over selection. Later in 
1949, these films were joined by Darryl Zanuck‘s productions including Boomerang (1947: 
dir Elia Kazan), How green was my valley (1941: John Ford), Swamp water (1941: Jean 
Renoir), and Wintertime (1943: John Brahm). Other films added included A Woman‟s Face 
(1941: George Cukor), Arthur Jr Hornblow‘s production Gaslight (1944: George Cukor), 
Lost Weekend (1944: Billy Wilder), the Marx brothers‘ anti-fascist comedy A night in 
Casablanca (1946: Archie Mayo), 7th Cross (1944: Fred Zinneman), A song to remember 
(1945: Charles Vidor), Two sisters from Boston (1946: Henry Koster), and Tarzan triumphs 
(1943: Wilhelm Thiele) (Volk 1977:150-51).  
 
Such films were neither explicitly ‗reactionary‘ nor propaganda for capitalism. 
Several were anti-Nazi films. More than a few were ‗socially critical‘ films and could be seen 
as making criticisms of American society. A number of the directors, scriptwriters and 
actors/actresses involved in these films were soon to become ‗blacklisted‘ with some 
imprisoned by the US authorities for their Communist sympathies. As noted earlier, these 
films were recommended to Yugoslav film importers by Dedijer‘s Hollywood acquaintances. 
However other films on this list were primarily entertainment films, although not always of 
an innocent kind. The Tarzan films, for instance, were clearly racist. And there were more 
than few misogynous story-lines in other films. However, this mix made excellent profits for 
the Yugoslav authorities. For example, in 1950 the most popular films in Belgrade were the 
Tarzan films: they were on the cinema repertoire for 178 days (Đorđević in Janjetović 2011: 
179). On the other hand, several Tarzan films were censored out of cinemas (Miloradović 
2012: 271). The most prominent feature of this group of films, however, is their overall 
‗quality‘. Only six out of the twenty titles failed to win film awards.  
 
In effect the strictly commercial films such as Tarzan subsidized the ‗quality‘ film 
imports such as Citizen Kane. This was widely understood at the time and can be seen in the 
financial analysis of the film trade in a document titled ‗Statistical review of exploitation of 
foreign and domestic films in Yugoslavia in period 1947 to 30
th
 June 1953‘ (original title 
‗Статистички преглед експлоатације страних и домаћих филмова у ФНРЈ у периоду од 
1947 до 30 Јуна 1953‘, cited in Janjetović 2011: 179). Based on the report, Janjetović 
concludes that American and British films made the best profits at the Yugoslav box office. 
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While Soviet films were ignored in the report, we can assume that they were not as profitable, 
due to the profit sharing rentals and their relative lack of popularity. Importantly, none of the 
films marked as having ‗special artistic value‘ made more than 20 million dinars in profit 
(considered the lower level of commercial success), while ‗strictly commercial‘ US and UK 
films made up to 40 million dinars. The least profitable films were the ‗socially critical‘ films 
most admired by the film industry authorities and film critics. These included films such as 
Vittorio de Sica‘s Bicycle thieves (1948) and Sciuscia (1946) and Orson Welles‘ Citizen Kane 
(1941).  
 
The Yugoslav film administrators were careful to achieve financial sustainability 
from their film distribution and exhibition. This explains why many not-so-correct films were 
screened. But generally, they sought a balance between quality and commercial potential in 
the films they were able to secure from the MPEA. For their part the American exporters 
were happy to cooperate, even if it caused controversy with some American nationalists. 
Arguably, Yugoslav audiences were richly rewarded for their import agency‘s diligence in 
1949. More than half of the films purchased in their name are considered ‗film classics‘ 
today.   
 
In 1949 the MPEA contract was renewed with another 25 films, and in 1950 another 
35 films (Variety, 2
nd
 August 1950). As with the October 1948 purchase these films mostly 
arrived in the calendar year after their purchase. Thus, the statistics on import of American 
films into Yugoslavia indicates a different figure: 33 American films in 1950, 26 in 1951, and 
32 in 1952 (Miloradović 2012: 317). These purchases increased significantly the ‗pool‘ of 
American films circulating through the Yugoslav cinema network. The statistics on the actual 
number of American films screened in Yugoslavia went from 26 in 1949 to 43, 69, and 125 
in 1950, 1951 and 1952 respectively (Miloradović 2012: 316). In other words, the rise in the 
number of American films screened from 1949 to 1952 was gradual, with a coefficient of 
approximately 1.7. These numbers also show the common rental pattern in which films 
circulated for at least three years and sometimes as much as five years. However, even by this 
comparatively later stage up to forty of the ‗confiscated‘ American films were still making 
the rounds in 1950s Yugoslavia. This illustrates the determination of Yugoslav film industry 
managers to put business before any other consideration. They wanted to squeeze the 
maximum profits out of their ‗acquisitions‘ whether legally or illegally acquired.  
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As I have noted the films imported from the US between 1948 and 1952 were 
predominantly high-budget and high-quality films, most of them winning awards, Oscar 
nominations and critical acclaim. But none were recent releases. In order to pick its American 
films, the monopoly importer pushed ‗timeliness‘ into the background. Thus, 58 of 99 films 
distributed by the biggest Yugoslav distributor (the Serbian Morava film) were older than five 
years, and only nine were less than two years old. The average age of American films 
distributed in Serbia was just over five years. In the absence of nation-wide statistics, we can 
safely assume that these numbers approximate the Yugoslav situation in general, since 
Morava distributed all but 11 films imported in this period and since Morava was 
synonymous with commercialism in the distribution sector (Janjetović 2011: 183). We can 
see from this how Hollywood incorporated its Yugoslav partners into its time bars between 
cinema releases to different market segments. Yugoslav partners, like their Eastern bloc 
counterparts, were getting titles that had by then largely exhausted their value in the MPEA‘s 
major international markets.  
 
The choice of quality films was made relatively easy due to two factors. First, there 
was a huge backlog of American films previously unavailable due to the war and to the initial 
unwillingness of Hollywood to negotiate at terms considered reasonable by the Yugoslavs. 
Thus, even if the Committee for Cinematography still believed Dedijer‘s remark about 
Hollywood‘s incapability of producing more than ten films annually that were worthy of a 
place on Yugoslav screens, the total number of such films available to Yugoslav authorities 
was much higher because of the years of inaccessibility. Second, the MPEA was relatively 
flexible in the films they were willing to put on the ‗available‘ list, despite their strong links 
to US government propaganda institutions and priorities. Despite the complaints from 
American media and government officials (Pavičić 2008:25, Variety, 30th March 1949), the 
‗film noir‘ and similar ‗socially critical‘ or ‗subversive‘ productions such as Mr Smith goes to 
Washington (1939: dir Frank Capra), Citizen Kane (1941: dir Orson Welles), Watch on Rhine 
(1943: Herman Shumlin), Asphalt Jungle (1950: John Huston), Sunset Boulevard (1950: 
Billy Wilder) and Little Foxes (1941: Billy Wilder), Panic in the Street (1950: Elia Kazan) 
and many more adorned the Yugoslav screens in this period.   
 
In spite of these changes the Yugoslav film exhibition sector in 1949 still had a 
significant, even dominant, Soviet presence. Soviet films‘ share of the box office was put at 
48.1% in that year (Dimić in Miloradović 2002: 98). However, by this time the Western made 
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productions were closing in fast on this Soviet dominance representing some 43% of the 
total. In the major market of Belgrade, half of this Western box office belonged to American 
films, and they achieved a 21% share of the overall market (Dević 2002: 54). By 1950, Soviet 
dominance had ended. Western films now comprised 68.3% of the Yugoslav box-office with 
23.6% for American films (Dimić in Miloradović 2002: 98). In Belgrade‘s 1950 box office, 
the top ten films consisted of six American, two British, one German and one Yugoslav film 
(Dević 2002: 64).  
By this stage, the need for an urgent increase in volume of import of commercial 
Western films was being recognized and explained in strictly financial terms. Thus, at a late 
1950 meeting of Agitprop officials it was concluded:  
 
The importation of films is very profitable and a great tool for the 
absorption of buying power. Each film brings on average 10 
million dinars and, therefore, achieves higher profit than other 
imported articles (for example, it is 50% higher than in textiles)... If 
we had more films, we could give more shows. As it is, we still 
have lousy Soviet films playing, and to rural areas they send films 
so worn out that they are barely watchable. (Archive of Yugoslavia, 
late 1950)  
 
As a consequence of the Soviet economic and cultural blockade in 1950, no Soviet 
films were imported that year. In 1951, Soviet films fell to only 2.3% of Belgrade‘s cinema 
repertoire, while American films reclaimed the position they had last held in 1946 returning 
to dominate the national cinema market with 53.3% of the box office (Dević 2002: 73). In 
1952, there were no Soviet films in Yugoslav cinemas for the first time since 1944. At the 
same time, 125 American and 161 other Western made films were screened (Miloradović 
2012: 316). 
 
From the perspective of the Yugoslav film administrators, the process of replacing 
Soviet films with Western/American films was balanced, gradual and non-dogmatic. This is 
illustrated by the fact that the Western produced films never made less than 25% of the 
Yugoslav box office. Some of these films had made it onto Yugoslav screens because they 
combined profitability with ‗socially critical‘ messages if not outright promotion of Socialist 
ideas. Others made it onto Yugoslav screens without any ideo-political correctness, but 
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simply due to their profitability. This combination persisted despite the rhetoric of much of 
the political and art/cultural establishment that ideo-political correctness prevailed. 
Furthermore, and again contrary to the rhetoric, the Yugoslav government was explicitly 
against the total dominance of Soviet films and consistently resisted it.  
 
Another illustration of Yugoslav willingness to run a commercial business 
conducted at some remove from broader political orientations is the fact that the Soviet 
productions continued to be screened until 1952 despite the rift between the two countries. 
This was a few years after Yugoslav cultural and art policy had officially rejected the ideo-
political primacy of Soviet films. As they did with Hollywood films in the 1940s, the 
authorities placed the commercial interests before any ideo-political dogma and screened the 
Soviet films in their possession.  
 
By 1952, however, profitability and commercialism had decisively triumphed over 
quality and ideo-political correctness as the logic of action in acquisition and exploitation of 
foreign films. That year marked a deepening economic crisis with its roots in the Soviet 
economic blockade. Reserves of hard currency had reached levels too low to justify further 
acquisitions of Hollywood products at the regular MPEA prices. In some locations, the 
inability of the number of films (and prints) to follow the rise in the number of cinema 
screens even led to some cinema closures (Janjetović 2011: 179-180). This deteriorating 
general situation can be seen at the box office with falls in numbers of tickets sold in 1951-2 
after rises over all the preceding years. The number of tickets sold in Yugoslavia in 1948 was 
59.7million consisting of 237,346 shows in 778 theatres; in 1949 it had been 68.6 million 
(263,129 shows in 862 theatres); in 1950 it was 71.6 million (284,564 shows in 922 theatres); 
in 1951 it dropped back to 64.2 million (290,615 shows in 1,092), and in 1952 it dropped 
further to 59.6 million (297,786 shows in 1,388 theatres) (Miloradović 2012: 69). The 
number of tickets fell in 1951 and 1952 despite the rise in the number of shows and cinemas, 
indicating the lack of money available for cinema tickets on the part of a significant number 
of people. In the Republic of Serbia the fall in tickets was even more pronounced; 31.6 
million were sold in 1950 and only 22.9 million in 1951 and 20.9 million  in 1952 (Obradović 
1996: 111). 
 
In order to surmount these difficulties, Yugoslavia joined the International Media 
Guarantee Program (the IMGP) in 1952. By this time, Yugoslavia was cooperating with the 
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West in economic, military and cultural spheres. The IMGP was a US government subsidy 
scheme that was aimed to solve the problem of currency bleeding for countries that had so 
stifled the relations between American film distributors and its global buyers. It was also a 
political solution to the problem of exporting Hollywood films that could portray the 
American government or society in a politically undesirable way. The US government 
thereby compensated the Hollywood majors by paying the share of the rental deals made with 
chosen countries, while controlling the offer of films to those it deemed nationally 
prestigious. 
 
It is estimated that in the Yugoslav deal with the MPEA, the US government picked 
up about 60% of the cost (Vučetić 2012: 89). The subsidy was $440,000 in 1952 for 35 films 
extending to $615,000 for 107 films in the 1955/56 cinema season (archival documents cited 
in Vučetić 2012: 89, Janjetović 2011: 179-180). Until Poland joined in 1958, Yugoslavia was 
the only Communist Party-led country participating in the scheme. This was too good a deal 
for the Yugoslav film industry administrators to refuse. Their reward for participation was a 
dramatic increase in film industry profitability in difficult times. The import of American 
films increased from 32 in 1952 to 61 in 1953, 51 in 1954 and 92 in 1955 (Miloradović 2012: 
317). The downside, however, was that the Socialist State lost of control over the choice of 
films. Despite the ensuing profitability, many Yugoslav film industry administrators 
complained over these years about the US government‘s decision to exclude films critical of 
American policy or society from the export list. The films excluded included titles like From 
here to eternity (1953: dir Fredd Zinneman), On the waterfront (1954: Elia Kazan), and Rebel 
without a cause (1955: Nicholas Ray) among others (see archival documents cited in 
Janjetović 2011:180). Such complaints, however, did not lead to any substantial change in the 
import, distribution and exhibition policy or practice. Thus, in 1952, the Yugoslav film 
administrators explicitly placed their concerns with commercial success and profitability 
before the hitherto dominant concerns with artistic and social values of the American films it 
imported. Commercialism as a ‗logic of action‘ in the import sector had thus became the 
dominant logic of action from 1952.  
 
The increase in the number of American imports in general and ‗strictly commercial‘ 
films in particular resulted in the quick recovery of the Yugoslav box office. Thus, in 1953 
the number of tickets bounced back 68.4m tickets from 311,496 screening in 1,326 theatres. 
In 1954 it was 85m tickets and in 1955 it was 97m (Miloradović 2012: 69). The numbers for 
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the Republic of Serbia provide an indication of the consequences of this change of policy and 
availability upon individual Republics. The Serbian box office improved substantially with 
25.3m tickets sold in 1953, 33.7 in 1954 and 39.1m in 1955 (Obradović 1996: 111). The 
financial crisis that affected the Yugoslav film market was thus resolved, thanks to the 
IMGP-MPEA deal and the dominance of commercialist logics over ideo-political logics.  
 
Despite the rhetoric before and during the Crisis, Western films made a significant 
part of film market in Yugoslavia. The commercialist logic of action was also present from 
before the Crisis. While Yugoslav uptake of Western films after the Crisis increased, it would 
be incorrect to assume that it occurred first and foremost because of it. As we have 
demonstrated above, there was a complicated set of mostly material and economic factors 
underpinning the evolution of Yugoslav film industry. In this context it is more correct to 
speak of the critical event being the US Government and the MPEA‘s ‗opening up‘ and being 
prepared to deal with the Yugoslav import monopoly. As we have seen JF and its 
predecessors had always sought terms with the Majors for the acquisition of suitable 
Hollywood films. In the lead up to and during the Crisis the MPEA members (the Hollywood 
Majors) were now prepared to negotiate on Yugoslav terms. Indeed, the agreement between 
the two sides occurred at the same time Yugoslavia was trying to make peace with the USSR.  
 
Ironically, it was the ideo-political necessity of screening Soviet films on 
unfavourable terms that led to the increased relevance of commercialism to Yugoslav 
authorities. Consequently the presence of Western films in Yugoslav cinemas was motivated 
more by economic than ideological considerations. The Crisis itself mainly affected the 
evolution of film industry through exacerbating economic pressures. These pressures further 
reinforced commercialist logics, intensifying and speeding up a process of commercialisation 
that was already present. The next chapter will investigate how the Crisis similarly inter-
related with that other significant process of the Yugoslav film industry, that of its 
centralisation and de-centralisation interests and logics of action. 
 
 
Conclusion  
The Yugoslav film industry like that of every other Eastern Bloc country with new 
Communist government was initially planned as an explicitly Socialist instrument both in 
terms of the values it presented and its structural form. We have seen how agencies were 
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established to supervise the ‗correctness‘ of both the films produced in and those imported 
into the country. Taking their lead from the Soviet Union which had rolled out its own 
cinefication program Yugoslavia and other Eastern Bloc countries expanded distribution and 
exhibition networks to previously underserved rural and provincial parts of the country in 
order to propagate and propagandise the Socialist message. Cinema was seen as providing a 
ready vehicle for the State‘s propagandistic and educational efforts to establish a Socialist 
State and way of life. It was looked to across Eastern Europe to provide a critical nation-
binding and -building function with the establishment of ―national‖ reach and markets so 
becoming a vehicle for the staging of unity among populations fractured by war and, in 
Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia and Russia‘s case, language. Cinefication in the Yugoslav, as in 
the Russian context, made good the pro-social promise of Socialism to provide social goods 
of benefit to everyone by bringing to parts of the country the cinema which the capitalist 
system had proven unable to do in the period between the first and second world wars.  
 
In each of these Eastern Bloc States it was initially assumed that their film 
production industry would within a decade or so be capable of the kind of wholesale import 
substitution that had quickly occurred in larger Socialist countries in the Soviet Union and 
was occurring in China after 1948. While the Yugoslav production industry‘s starting point 
was especially low compared to East Germany and Czechoslovakia it was still anticipated 
that over time this would change such that by the early 1950s a large part of the domestic box 
office would be derived from the exhibition of Yugoslav films – as many as 50 per year.  
 
In line with Socialist ideology the dominant ‗logic of action‘ of these projected films 
was to be their ideo-political rather than commercial properties. These kinds of Socialist 
expectations for cinema were shared across the Eastern Bloc. Each was experiencing the 
same transition to Socialism and they each looked forward to the moment when the state of 
Socialism would be achieved. In each there was a shared emphasis upon film as both a 
Socialist-making and nation-making instrument with each envisaging the locus of power and 
driver of change lying in the governments themselves - usually national governments and 
their policies, priorities and actions.   
 
However, all these Socialist States and especially Yugoslavia faced immediate 
problems implementing this strategy. Initially the problem film industry policy makers in the 
Eastern Bloc thought they were facing was one of how to get to this preferred state of self-
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sufficiency in film. This encouraged them to take what they saw as a whole host of interim 
measures which would, so they thought, be unnecessary once self-sufficiency had been 
realised. Among these interim actions was the political attention to securing the right kind of 
film imports and dealing with the practical realities of only being able to afford a very limited 
production capability. This tended to make film imports the important ‗bait‘ to secure paying 
audiences for the Socialist nation‘s propaganda effort. Across the Eastern Bloc the initial 
assumption was that exhibition should consist mainly of Soviet films and those Western films 
which were deemed politically correct. As we have seen in the previous chapter a Yugoslav 
Government officials estimated that the US was capable of producing 10 such films annually, 
with the French, British and Italian film industries adding a few more. 
 
In each Eastern European country these plans and principles were gradually derailed 
and compromised. Each desperately wanted to avoid ‗currency bleeding‘ and financial losses 
in a ‗non-basic‘ industry associated with repatriating profits to principally American and 
Russian distributors. In Yugoslavia‘s case the chronic lack of government funds meant that 
they could not afford to import the films they wanted (especially the American ‗socially 
critical‘ films), nor could they grow the domestic production in the desired fashion. 
Furthermore, neither their Soviet friends nor the American Majors were willing to reduce 
prices or leave their profits from film rental in Yugoslavia. This outflow of funds in hard 
currency meant that less money was available to the State from imports to pay for both the 
roll out and upkeep of cinemas nationwide and the bankrolling of local films. To add to these 
problems, Yugoslav audiences (like their newly Socialist Eastern Bloc counterparts) favoured 
the West-made commercial films over the Soviet products. These sorts of factors were 
repeated with variation across Eastern Europe and undermined the ambitions held by these 
States for the quick establishment of a pan-Socialist alternative way of being and way of life 
that could be triumphantly set beside the capitalist one. The Yugoslav situation exactly 
parallels in these respects development in Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Poland and 
Hungary.  
 
All the Socialist governments of the Eastern Bloc faced the same problem of 
needing to allocate resources in the context of the limitations of the Socialist State, general 
economic circumstances, and the particular economics of exhibition, distribution and 
production in the film industry. We therefore need to distinguish here between two 
identifiably different moments: the initial moment of revolutionary fervour when everything 
201 
 
seemed possible and the later, acute sense of the limitations of government. The first moment 
is one which Zygmunt Bauman (1976) has usefully termed Socialism‘s ‗active utopia‘. It is 
manifested as a cutting through and disrupting of the previous logics of supply and demand 
derived from capitalism creating new orderings, new circumstances, new kinds of text and 
new kinds of people. The subsequent time is that of Socialist deliberation in government. 
Here the command economy had gained centre stage as too had the logics of supply and 
demand in what were now predominantly ‗socialised‘ industries. This moment brought with 
it an acute sense of the limitations of Socialist government compared to the promise of its 
‗active utopia‘. This is the domain of compromise, competing interests and logics of action 
and the like. The transition between these ‗regimes‘, as we have seen for Yugoslavia, 
occurred quite quickly. However, the Yugoslav government as too other Eastern Bloc 
government would persist with the rhetorical face of Socialism as an ‗active utopia‘ for much 
longer because it had become a core feature of their very legitimacy and identity. 
 
There were always going to be problems with import substitution strategies in film 
production. Like their capitalist counterparts only the largest and wealthiest of Communist 
States could viably develop import substitution of the kind and scale initially envisaged 
across the Eastern Bloc. This meant that their national exhibition schedules would continue to 
largely consist of an imported slate of films including Soviet and Western films well after the 
official ―establishment of Socialism‖. Second while it was possible to argue initially that 
existing film capabilities, infrastructures and resourcing which were presently only capable of 
providing limited output—in the Yugoslav case as we have seen this consisted of newsreels 
and documentaries—could eventually be developed into a Socialist production regime across 
cinema genres, the experience of each of the Eastern Bloc countries over time was that these 
expectations were if not completely dashed then in some need of being significantly 
modified. The temporary limitations and improvised solutions such as importing films 
including Western films proved permanent thus ensuring a necessary moderation of Socialist 
ambition in the light of both the experience of government and the kind of industry that was 
the film industry.   
 
But this has not been either the official line or the judgement of film historians. 
Rather these changes have been explained (by film researchers and Yugoslav authorities 
alike) as a sudden turn caused by the ‗Cominform Crisis‘ that placed Yugoslavia into conflict 
with the USSR requiring it to open out to the West and pursue by its own version of 
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Socialism. In this account film policy changed as a consequence of Yugoslavia‘s foreign 
relation including its hitherto strictly centralised and ideologically dogmatic film industry. 
But this is simply to be caught up in and to repeat the narrative image provided by the 
Yugoslav State as a strong State forging its own independent path to Socialism. Policy actors 
needed to formulate this new institutional history for their own purposes of legitimating new 
political and ideological orientations. But subsequent film historians should not go along with 
this rewriting of history. As I have shown here this does not adequately capture either the 
exercise of film policy or the circumstances in which production, exhibition and distribution 
operated. The Crisis did not have a deterministic effect. Rather the dynamics of processes 
during and immediately after the crisis can be readily explained as a consequence of pre-
existing material and political conditions facing the policy-makers. As we have noted when 
Yugoslavia started importing the MPEA productions in late 1948 it did so primarily for 
economic reasons. These moves by the authorities and the MPEA were not primarily 
politically motivated. Furthermore throughout the entire period from 1946 to 1951 policy 
makers sought to balance ideo-political and commercial considerations: so the later tilting 
towards the commercial was not as radical a break as is supposed. Indeed when 
‗commercialism‘ eventually took over as the dominant principle in 1952, this was well after 
the Crisis. The year 1952 is important because that is the year when the US government 
agreed to subsidize the purchase of American films by the communist monopoly importer. 
This move made the Yugoslav film industry profitable, particularly its exhibition and 
distribution sectors. But the downside from an ideo-political perspective was that ‗socially 
critical‘ Western films were taken off the list, thereby marking the complete turn to 
‗commercialism‘. Throughout the period dealt with in this thesis the Yugoslav film industry 
shared much in common with and echoed developments in other markets.  
 
The Soviet boycott and American subsidies were the points of significant difference 
between Yugoslavia and other Eastern Bloc States from late 1940s and early 1950s onward, 
resulting in a different look of the box office, production styles, distributional and other 
organizational institutions. What was different always about the Yugoslav case compared to 
other Eastern Bloc States were the complicating factors associated with its constituent 
Republics and the significant power-sharing between Republics and the central government 
within a Federal system and the particular difficulties associated with rolling out a 
cinefication policy in what was in many respects a developing country. It is to these Yugoslav 
differences I will now turn.   
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Chapter 8 
 
 
 
 
 
The Relations between Centralism and Autonomism in the ‘Committee for 
Cinematography’ years (June 1946 – April 1951) and beyond 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
As previous chapters have demonstrated the process of de-centralisation in the Yugoslav film 
industry preceded the Crisis. De-centralisation had been a powerful competitor to 
centralisation as the dominant logic of action in film policy from the very beginning once it 
had been accepted that centralist plans and priorities would share institutional space with 
localisers‘ plans. As we have seen, advocates for de-centralisation and its concomitant of 
Republican (relative) autonomy had gained important ground through a number of important 
victories over moves by centralists to assert effective Federal Government control over film 
industry operations. Nonetheless, Centralism and their concomitant developmentalist 
orientation was still the dominant logic of action in the industry in mid-1946.  
 
Centralism, however, lost further ground from the very beginning of the Committee 
for Cinematography period. The first part of this chapter is concerned with the situation 
before the Crisis where the institutional conflicts between the two logics led to a series of 
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provisional settlements increasingly favouring localisers‘ logics. The second part of the 
chapter is concerned with the Crisis and its consequences for these centralisers‘ and 
localisers‘ logics. Here as elsewhere the point will be made that the Crisis and its aftermath 
did not suddenly redesign the system; indeed, it would be the local (film industry specific) 
actions of the Yugoslav State to address the subsequent severe economic downturn which led 
to the most far-reaching and de-centralising changes. As we will see the economic downturn 
following the Crisis led the State to promulgate labour policy reform which had the 
consequence further and definitively promoting de-centralisation. This was not as we shall 
observe, however, the intent of this reform—rather the central State‘s priority was simply to 
save money by relegating the majority of film workers to contract-based employment, 
transferring the administration to trade associations and Republican ministries, and changing 
the financing of film enterprises from a budgetary to a trade account method. But with the 
resulting high unemployment among filmmakers and technicians, these people then 
established their own film production enterprises, re-directing the evolution of the film 
industry into the form it would take over coming decades. In this case, the Crisis caused 
significant change. Here again the changes were shaped by contingent decisions and 
circumstances of a complex situation, rather than determined in a direct and explicitly 
managed fashion. 
 
 
 
(De)centralisation conflicts before the Crisis 
In the period before the Crisis, the localisers‘ interests achieved further gains in each of the 
production, education, distribution and exhibition sectors of the film industry. However, 
centralism still remained the dominant logic. In exhibition, the remaining private cinemas had 
been transferred to local Governments while Republican Governments worked out the details 
of application of the Federal policy. Distribution was partially controlled through centralised 
import and allocation of films, but the relations between the Federal importer and Republican 
distributors were contractual. In education, Zagreb became an important centre of technical 
film education, while Belgrade held both technical and ‗artistic‘ courses. In production, the 
development of Republican capacities was accepted, while it was planned for Belgrade to be 
the dominant centre of feature film production securing around 50% of national production. 
These outcomes are discussed below. 
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In the Committee period, the process of transferring cinema ownership and 
operations to local governments and nationalizing private cinemas was completed. On the 
dissolution of the FEY the Solution issued by the Government (Official Gazette, 19
th
 July 
1946) recommended the transfer of FEY‘s cinema theatres to the care of Republican 
governments. In November, the Federal Committee for Cinematography further 
recommended that the Republican governments allocate these theatres to local council 
governments, except for 14 theatres. These were to be reserved for both the Yugoslav Army 
and, in the case of three Belgrade theatres, for the Committee‘s Film Import Company (later 
called Jugoslavija Film). These last three cinemas were to be used by the Censorship 
Commission to ―investigate the interests of the public‖ and to ―find ways to achieve the fuller 
and more correct propaganda of good films‖ (Archive of Yugoslavia, October-November 
1947). Both recommendations were endorsed in principle in April 1947 although in the end 
the Federal Committee only got two theatres while the Republican distributors each got one 
premier cinema theatre each (Official Gazette, 15
th
 April 1947). The exhibition network was 
thus overwhelmingly under the control and ownership of Republican and local government. 
 
However, at the time of the Solution‘s issue there were still about 100 Yugoslav 
theatres in private ownership. This remained the case until the third law on nationalization 
was legislated for in March and April of 1948. With the passing of this law, the remaining 
100 cinema theatres in private ownership were transferred to State ownership, that is, to local 
councils. The exhibition sector thus passed through three stages between the end of war and 
the 1948-49 crisis. First it was divided between federally and privately owned cinemas. From 
June 1946 it was divided between the majority owned by local government and some 100 
privately owned. After March 1948, the sector was overwhelmingly fragmented into cinema 
theatres were owned by local government authorities. The exhibition sector was therefore 
being significantly de-centralised before the Cominform Crisis. Furthermore this 
decentralisation built in recognition of local government and was using it as a third tier of 
government alongside the Federal and Republican levels of government.  
  
However, the role of the central film administration in exhibition sector did not 
cease indeed the devolution to local authorities arguably strengthened its hand albeit 
indirectly. The Committee remained in control of legislation, the categorization of cinema 
theatres, of ticket and rentals pricing policy until its dissolution in 1951. Further, in 1949 the 
Government issued a further Regulation on Distribution and Exhibition of Films and 
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Establishment of Cinema Enterprises (Official Gazette, 2
nd
 February 1949, ‗Уредба о 
расподели и приказивању филмова и оснивању биоскопских предузећа'). This 
Regulation grew out of the need for a Federal role in the planning of distribution and 
exhibition. It was justified by virtue of film‘s status as a ‗resource for the cultural 
development of national masses‘. The Committee for Cinematography, in agreement with the 
Federal Planning Commission, came together to design a general plan for the ‗correct 
distribution of films‘ which Republican commissions or committees for cinematography were 
to develop in further detail, including dates for specific films and a guaranteed minimum 
exhibition of domestic films. The management of the exhibition sector was thus still divided 
between a dominant Federal Committee and subordinate Republican committees, while local 
governments owned and operated individual theatres or city-based chains.  
 
In film distribution and import sectors, Republican responsibilities also increased 
while remaining subordinate to this Federal decision-making. After the Federal Committee 
was established, the Republican film distribution enterprises were also established. Their task 
was limited to the distribution of the federally supplied films within the territories of their 
respective Republics (Ranković 2004:114). In each Republic, a distributor with an exclusive 
monopoly over its territory was institutionalized. In Serbia, the distribution activities of its 
directorate were inherited by the newly established Morava Film, in Croatia it was Croatia 
Film, and in Slovenia Vesna Film. They were soon joined by Makedonija Film in Macedonia, 
Kinema Film in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Zeta Film in Montenegro.  
 
The distribution rights were thus formally established as a Republican sector of 
activity. These Republican distributors were also instructed to set up repair shops for film and 
cinema equipment maintenance. This requirement granted them further operational 
independence. Although the Republican Film Committees were under the administrational 
control of Republican Ministries for Education and the Federal Committee for 
Cinematography, the Republican distribution enterprises were administratively outside the 
Federal Committee‘s control, as they were set up and controlled by the Republican Ministries 
for Education. The level of de-centralisation this move implied was therefore balanced by the 
Federal Committee‘s role in choosing the foreign films for import, certifying contracts for 
their acquisition, and determining the contract type and the general principles of film 
distribution within the Republics (including the principles of decision-making on which films 
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to be shown, in which cinemas and when), while Republican bodies worked out the details 
according to these principles.  
 
The national export monopolist thus continued to dominate the Yugoslav film 
industry. It is perhaps interesting to note that in Yugoslavia, in contrast to the US model, 
distributors could not dominate. This was due to two factors. First, the film supply was in the 
control of the centrally administered import monopolist. Therefore, there were no contractual 
relations between distributors and producers. Second, the activities of distributors were 
limited to the territories of the Republics in which they were located. This meant that they 
had a monopoly over a part of the national film distribution market, but could not compete 
with other distributors. They could neither grow nor reduce the size of their operation. The 
main business strategy in Yugoslav film market was thus not in the hands of distributors, but 
of the import monopolist. Distributors were relegated to finding the best ways of scheduling 
the circulation and marketing of films that were controlled by another organization. Unlike in 
the US, there was no competition between distributors that might result in higher prices for 
films. Consequently there was less room for variation in market strategies.  
  
The relations between the Federal import enterprise–Jugoslavija Film–and 
Republican distributors evolved in the Committee period in a particular way. The Federal 
Committee started work immediately in July 1946, but it had to wait almost five months for 
its official Rulebook to be developed, as did the Republican Committees (Ranković 2004: 
115-16). In the absence of clear rules, on 31
st
 August 1946, Jugoslavija Film addressed the 
Committee as import film monopolist on issues related to the design of its financial plan for 
1947. It was decided at this meeting that Jugoslavija Film would have to come up with a plan 
by the 5
th
 September 1946. To facilitate the development of the plan it asked the Committee 
to quickly solve some threshold issues:   
 
―a) determination of the prices for cinema tickets: these prices form 
the starting base for calculation of profits from rentals, which are 
billed to cinema theatres under a percentage of the gross ticket sales; 
b) determination of the percentage rate under which the enterprises 
for distribution of films shall charge the rentals to the cinemas, and 
c) determination the percentages under which our enterprise will take 
part in b)‖ (Archive of Yugoslavia, 31st August 1946).  
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Also, under the previous importer, the FEY, all income went into the same fund; 
there was no separation of distribution earnings from foreign and domestic films. Now, the 
importer requested the Committee to establish whether they rent domestic films on a 
percentage or flat-fee deal, and how to best form prices. 
  
Owing to the competition between several different versions offered to the 
Government for adoption, the Rulebook was not legislated until late December 1946 
(Archive of Yugoslavia, 5
th
 December 1946). What is clear from the Rulebook is that in their 
contractual relations with the monopoly importer, Jugoslavija Film, Republican distributors 
and local cinema theatres would have a profit-sharing deal. This implies that the importer 
needed to form a relation with the Republican distributors and local exhibitors that would 
allow Jugoslavija Film some form of control of or insight into their records. Unsurprisingly 
this would prove a sticking point with Republican distributors.  
 
Already in February 1947, Jugoslavija Film started complaining to the Central Board 
of the Committee about access to local records (Archive of Yugoslavia, 27
th
 February 1947 
and 10
th
 March 1947). The Board then referred Jugoslavija Film‘s problem with gaining 
insight into the accounting books of Republican enterprises to the legal department of the 
Government. Jugoslavija Film calculated the price of rentals to the Republican distributors 
based on reports by these distributors, but it did not have any insight into the accounting that 
led to the reports and could not check their integrity. The Federal enterprise clearly distrusted 
Republican distributors and suspected that they were keeping more of their allocated share of 
the box office, investing the extra profits in their cinemas and film production.  
 
Two weeks later, the Government‘s lawyers advised that it would not be legal to 
allow the Jugoslavija Film any control over accounting books of the Republican distributors. 
It did however give legal advice on how to solve this problem for Jugoslavija Film by 
introducing contractual clauses that demanded the distributors report to the central company 
for each film separately.  
 
The contractual relations between Jugoslavija Film as Federal import monopoly and 
Republican distribution monopolies underwent further changes initiated by the Committee. In 
June 1948, Jugoslavija Film and the Republican distributors held a conference in Belgrade, 
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focusing mostly on film distribution profits and profit-calculation (Ranković 2004:123). In 
practice, both exhibitors and distributors commonly failed to report to Jugoslavija Film in 
due time or made mistakes in their reporting. It was Jugoslavija Film, however, that was 
penalized by foreign partners for these failings. At the conference, it was decided that 
Jugoslavija Film should be paid directly through tickets at the box-office, along with other 
measures to avoid penalties.   
 
Therefore, while the Republican distribution enterprises were set up as agencies 
independent of the Federal Committee with which it was to form contractual relations, the 
Federal Government supported Jugoslavija Film‘s attempts to control Republican accounts. 
The Federal Government allowed both the de-centralisation of distribution and centralisation 
of film import at the same time. Importantly, it supported the attempts to protect the financial 
interests of the Federal importer with respect to its international partners. This was not a 
surprising move. Jugoslavija Film, after all, in its negotiation of film import contracts 
provided the economic base for the institutional system of the film industry. As such, 
financial considerations influenced the evolution of administrative arrangements regarding 
importation and distribution and the relations between central and Republican authorities. 
Once the films were picked and imported, however, the Republican distributors were 
independent of Jugoslavija Film and the relationship between them was now contractual 
rather than administrative.  
 
In the film education sector, centralist tendencies continued to dominate but 
localisers‘ interests were acknowledged and catered to. The ―highest‖ film school in 
Yugoslavia was the National High School for Film Acting and Directing in Belgrade. It 
began in May 1947 as a High School (this pegged it as being at one level lower than an 
Academy) (Archive of Yugoslavia, December 1946). Its director, Vjekoslav Afrić, was an 
experienced Croatian actor, Partizan fighter and director of the only Yugoslav feature film 
which had been produced at this stage—Slavica in 1947). He was appointed by the 
Committee for Cinematography. For the first school-year, the entry exams were organized 
with candiates chosen through Republican auditions. At the entry exams, 24 out of 100 
candidates for film acting were picked and 11 out of 50 for film directing. Among them were 
two women. Acting and directing were both two-year courses consisting of 13 subjects. After 
three months of schooling, a control test was performed at which the best students were once 
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again chosen to continue their education. At the first control test, for example, only 6 students 
in directing and 14 in acting were deemed satisfactory to continue.    
 
At the end of 1947, the Government accepted the proposal from the Committee for 
Cinematography and established a Cinematographic Technical School in Zagreb, Croatia 
(Official Gazette, 15
th
 November 1947). This school ran a three year course, with 
departments for camera operators, audio technicians and laboratory processing technicians. 
The subject plan and program were determined by the Committee for Cinematography and 
the Federal Committee for Schools and Science. Later in early 1948, a technical school of the 
same type was also established in Belgrade. In this period, then, the education of film 
directors and scriptwriters was centralised in Belgrade, but the education for the technical 
film professions was shared between Zagreb and Belgrade.  
 
In the case of film education in foreign countries, Czechoslovakia and the USSR 
were the preferred destinations before the Crisis. But Paris and Rome were also important 
sources of education for Yugoslav students generally in this period. There were 104 Yugoslav 
students in Paris and 42 in Rome in early 1948, compared with only 32 in the rest of Western 
Europe (and 1,112 in the Eastern Europe and the USSR) (Perišić 2012: 72-74). However, 
there were not any film students in Paris yet and only two studied theatre arts. The Yugoslav 
government did consider sending film students to Paris, as it instructed its French embassy to 
investigate the French film schools (Perišić 2012: 130-33). It was also in contact in 1947 with 
a French filmmaker and Communist party member teaching a film course in Yugoslavia. 
Nothing came out of these contacts in the period under investigation, though. West European 
cities were therefore not an important source of education for Yugoslav film students in the 
pre-Crisis period.  
 
In the second half of 1946, out of seven Yugoslavs that studied arts in the USSR 
four were enrolled in the four-year school in film directing and montage in the Moscow Film 
Faculty, which testifies to prominence of film in Yugoslav arts and culture policy. Before 
mid-1948, another group of ten students joined them (Miloradović 2012: 354, Perišić 2012: 
409-443). These students included a number who would later become prominent Yugoslav 
film workers, such as directors Aleksandar Petrović, Ivan Pregnar, Vojislav Nanović, Miloš 
Stefanović and actor Stevo Ţigon. The members of this cohort of students were mostly from 
Serbia and Slovenia. Only one was from Croatia.  
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The most important source of film education in the years immediately after the war, 
however, was Czechoslovakia. There were 17 Yugoslav students there in the school-year 
1945/46, and there were 37 in 1946/47. Many of these had already been active in Yugoslav 
film industry in production of documentaries and newsreels and were now attending the 
Czechoslovakian film school for a ‗proper‘ education in the form of one-year specialization 
courses in technical areas such as montage, laboratory processing, lighting, sound, film 
machinery construction, scenography and others (Bilten (Bulletin) of the Committee for 
Cinematography no.8, cited in Ranković 2004: 87; see also statistics in Perišić 2012: 254, 
458-63). Interestingly, none of these ‗Czechoslovakian‘ students were enrolled in schools for 
film directing or scriptwriting. It is unclear whether this was due to time constraints in 
Yugoslav film plans, that is, if they were sent for short rather than long courses because of 
the need to return as soon as possible and engage in production in Yugoslavia. These students 
were almost always from Serbia and financed by the federal government, illustrating the 
stronger dominance of centralist logic in 1946 when they were sent over, compared to 1947 
when a technical school was opened in Zagreb.  
 
By the end of 1948, however, as the relationship between Yugoslavia and the East 
European Socialist countries dissolved, these Yugoslav students were sent back home. From 
this point on Rome and Paris became the more popular destination, soon to be joined by 
London. Vojislav Nanović was among the first to study in the UK – he did a directing course 
there in 1951 (Miloradović 2012: 354). With closer co-operation between Yugoslavia and the 
West, these film schools became the primary foreign source of education for Yugoslav film 
students. However, Yugoslav students were no longer sent abroad for basic film education; 
instead, they went for specialization training after acquiring a range of film skills 
domestically. The number of Yugoslav film students in foreign countries never reached the 
numbers from before the Crisis, nor was their appointment to study abroad directed again by 
the centralist logic (see Perišić 2012: 343-362).   
 
In the Committee period, the relations between centralisers and localisers were in 
most dramatic evidence in the film production sector. The attempts of the Federal Committee 
to keep the film agencies firmly under its control failed. By mid-1948 the Committee had 
acknowledged the legitimacy of Republican production development. However, it was still 
assumed that the Belgrade film centre was to remain dominant and produce half of 
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Yugoslavia feature films in the 1950s. However, the Cominform Crisis and the ensuing 
economic crisis blocked these plans for the development of Federal production capacities 
based in Belgrade so that in the 1950s Republican film centres began catching up with 
Belgrade.  
 
This is a far cry from the projected film industry that the Committee‘s head, 
Aleksandar Vučo, detailed in his Report five days after the Committee‘s establishment in 
1946. In this Report he not only described conditions in the film industry but also proposed a 
new structural set up for it (Archive of Yugoslavia, 22
nd
 June 1946). He envisaged the 
Committee controlling every film enterprise, the appointment of their directors and the 
establishment of studios, laboratories and other services. Film production was to be closely 
monitored. Only State companies--Republican and Federal—would be allowed to engage in 
film production. And the Committee also sought to control pre-production (through its 
examination and approval of scripts, business plans, appointments of directors, actors and 
other film artists) and the production process itself (through its supervising of the directors 
and camerawork, viewing of the first cut and offering suggestions and instructions). Finally, 
the finished film would need to apply for an exhibition license with the Committee‘s 
Censorship Commission.  
 
But as part of the re-organization of the film industry under the Committee for 
Cinematography, the film production activities of the Republican directorates were soon 
reorganized into production enterprises at the Republican level. These were, in Serbia, the 
production enterprise Avala Film; in Croatia Jadran Film, and in Slovenia Triglav Film. In 
1947, the Macedonian Vardar Film and Bosnian-Herzegovinian Bosna Film were added, and 
in 1951 the Montenegrin Lovćen Film. The Committee also established a Federal production 
enterprise—Zvezda Film in 1946. Both Avala and Zvezda were created from the Serbian 
Directorate in July 1946. They shared the film workers and technical facilities in Belgrade, 
with Zvezda producing most of the documentaries while Avala prepared and produced the 
first Yugoslav post-war feature films.  
 
 The conflict between the localisers‘ and centralisers‘ logics of action continued to 
be expressed in the personnel policies of both Federal and Republican film agencies. In the 
second half of 1946, Abraham Room‘s ‗apprentices‘ were organized into a production crew 
within the Serbian enterprise Avala in order to create Slavica (1947), the first feature film in 
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post-war Yugoslavia. The Committee managers decided to make the film‘s crew a symbol of 
the film industry‘s role in promoting a united multicultural Yugoslavia. Therefore, most of 
the film artists working on this first Yugoslav film produced by a Serbia-based enterprise 
were of Croatian background. Vjekoslav Afrić (script and direction), Ţorţ Skrigin 
(photography), Jozo Janda (scenography) and Silvio Bombardelli (music) were all ethnic 
Croats or from Croatia. After the film, Afrić, Skrigin and Janda continued their careers in 
Belgrade. Conversely, Yugoslavia‘s second feature film Ţivjeće ovaj narod (1947) was a 
Croatian (Jadran) production with mostly Serbian crew, such as Nikola Popović (director), 
Miomir Denić (scenography) and the famous writer Branko Ćopić (script). However, unlike 
their Croatian counterparts these filmmakers returned to Belgrade after the production.  
 
After Slavica and Ţivjeće ovaj narod, there would be no further exchange of 
personnel between Serbia and Croatia. However the film artists employed by the developed 
film centres (Belgrade, Zagreb and Ljubljana) often went to work with the less developed 
production enterprises in Montenegro, Macedonia and Bosnia and Herzegovina. They almost 
never cooperated with each other. This unwillingness to work together is illustrated by the 
fact that it would not be until 1964 that a Yugoslav film was co-produced by enterprises from 
two different Republics. Indeed foreign co-production preceded Republican co-production. 
 
The problem of a lack of technical and artistic personnel and the related 
unwillingness of Republican film centres to share their specialists remained the focus of film 
industry labour policy (Ranković 2004: 63). This lack of expertise was noted in December 
1948 by none other than the President Tito who criticized the ―weaknesses in skilled cadres‖ 
in the film industry (Tito in Bilten (Bulletin) of the Committee for Cinematography no. 40, 
cited in Tadić 2009:155). Although the Federal Committee was in charge of labour and 
personnel policy, in practice it never attempted to force the Republican film centres to send 
film artists to Belgrade. Instead, the practice of ‗hogging‘ expertise by Republican film 
enterprises was tolerated.    
 
Conflicts between the central and Croatian office continued in the beginning of the 
Committee period, illustrating the intensity of the (de)centralisation issue in this period. One 
such incident was reported in September 1946 by Vojislav Nanović, the Director of the 
Newsreels Department of the Committee for Cinematography. He accused Albert Pregernik, 
the sound engineer from the Croatian film production enterprise Jadran, of deliberately 
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sabotaging the technical processing of two documentaries and destroying associated materials 
(Miloradović 2010a: 72). 
 
In another case, the tension between the Zagreb film offices and Federal ones 
resulted in personnel changes in the former agency. A few months after its establishment, the 
Committee took a working tour of the Republican enterprises and reported to the Presidency 
of the Government (Ranković 2004:50-1). It examined the documentaries and newsreels 
produced until then, preparations for feature film productions (especially Ţivjet će ovaj narod 
[And this people shall live] by Jadran Film), distribution mechanisms and transfer of cinema 
theatres to State authorities. The general estimate of conditions was satisfactory, but for the 
issue of personnel within the Jadran Film company. The Committee took measures to change 
the personnel it considered problematic, but made it clear to the Government that it blamed 
the managers of Jadran Film for their employ: 
 
[the] experts found in this enterprise from the period of NDH [Croatian 
war-time Nazi regime] have not been properly used. They have either 
retreated into themselves and therefore do not contribute enough of 
their specialist training to the production in Zagreb or have, through the 
use of their superior expertise, managed to place the management of 
the company in a dependent position. The responsibility for this 
situation falls primarily on the management of the company, which is 
not fit to solve the problem in a correct manner… The Committee has 
taken measures to execute personnel changes that will repair the 
personnel conditions in the Jadran company. (Archive of Yugoslavia, 
14
th
 September 1946) 
 
In the same instance, on the 5
th
 September 1946, Kosta Hlavati, the assistant director of the 
FEY and formerly an executive at the Croatian film Directorate, reported to the Committee 
that ―certain comrades are creating a conflict between the Belgrade and Zagreb enterprises‖ 
(cited in Miloradović 2012: 247). The director Nikola Popović reported on the 2nd Sptember 
1946 that he and Branko Ćopić had both suffered unpleasantness and insults from their 
Zagreb colleagues during their filming of Ţivjet će ovaj narod (1947) (cited in Miloradović 
2012: 247). The relations between Belgrade and Zagreb film centres thus remained tense and 
conflictual from the beginning of the Committee period.    
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The Federal film Committee attempted on several occasions between 1947 and 1948 
to re-centralise the film industry. These attempts failed and by mid-1948, it acknowledged its 
defeat. In its first attempt, the Committee managed to remove the Republican Ministries for 
Education from the film sector. This attempt, however, backfired and led to a further de-
centralisation of the institutional system of the film industry! The Federal Committee justified 
its move in the following manner. At that time, Republican Ministries for Education had been 
using film for educational purposes, considering it an effective tool for informing people 
about agricultural and health issues (Ranković 2004: 52-3). The Committee had a whole 
department dedicated to the production of scientific and educational films and managed by a 
representative of the Ministry for Education. In its correspondence with the Committee for 
Legislation and Development of National Authority from May 1947, the Committee for 
Cinematography complained of its inability to fulfil its duties to the Ministry for Education 
due to the lack of necessary technical personnel and the Ministry‘s own lack of resources to 
co-operate on the matter more closely. Therefore, it suggested that the cinematographic 
activities be excluded from the jurisdiction of the Ministry for Education. Instead, the 
Republican governments should set up specific commissions for cinematography.  
 
These new bodies would be administratively under the jurisdiction of the Republican 
governments, but operationally they would be under the direct management of the Federal 
Committee for Cinematography. This plan in effect called for a re-centralisation of 
cinematography since the Federal Committee would now administer the Republican 
enterprises through the new Republican Film Commissions, instead of through a joined 
control with the Republican ministries for education: 
 
The task of these directorates would be to (a) manage administration and 
operation of film companies of Republican importance in the territories of 
their respective Republics; (b) manage the cinefication in the territories of 
their respective Republics; (c) manage the education and advanced 
training of film personnel in the territories of their respective Republics 
and, (d) execute all other activities transferred to their jurisdiction by the 
Federal Committee for Cinematography… The members of the 
directorates would be appointed by the Governments of the People‘s 
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Republics from the pool of directors and workers of film companies of 
that Republic. (Archive of Yugoslavia, 2
nd
 May 1947). 
 
The Federal Committee‘s suggestions were adopted by the Legislative Committee and, within 
eight days of being made by the Secretariat of the Government, all of the relevant bodies had 
been informed of this change. Crucially, the Federal Committee intended for these new 
Republican ‗directorates‘ to have a status of ‗commissions‘ rather than ‗committees‘. A 
committee has the power of legislating and designing new institutions within its field, while a 
commission is set up to plan and execute a specific task without such additional powers. In a 
matter of months and in direct contradiction of this directive, Slovenia‘s government 
legislated for and formed its own Committee for Cinematography on 2
nd
 August 1947 
(Archive of Yugoslavia, 15
th
 September 1947). The Federal Committee immediately 
complained to the government, but the Secretary of the Federal Government informed it that 
the Republican governments are in fact free to ―independently determine their internal 
organization‖ (Archive of Yugoslavia, September 1947). Soon all of the Republics set up 
their own Committees for Cinematography (Ranković 2004:54). The desire for more 
Republican autonomy and influence in cinematography is illustrated by the fact that even 
Montenegro established a Committee, despite not even having a production company at the 
time. The Federal Committee soon recommended to the Secretariat the dissolution of the 
Montenegrin Committee as a ―superfluous institution‖ and a transfer of the Montenegrin 
distribution company back to its Ministry for Education (Archive of Yugoslavia, 5
th
 and 25
th
 
January 1948).  
 
Another attempt to re-centralise the institutional system of the Yugoslav film 
industry took place in 1947. The Federal Committee for Cinematography used its legislative 
powers to establish a Chief Directorate for Cinematography for the ―administrative-
operational management of cinematographic companies of general national interests‖ 
(Official Gazette, 27
th
 December 1947). Its intended function was to coordinate the activities 
of all production companies and all distributors, whether Republican or Federal. Its Directors 
and Secretaries were appointed by the Committee, and it had its own administrative officers. 
The Federal Committee must have been dissatisfied with the level of coordination taking 
place. So too, perhaps, this Directorate was an attempt to regain some of their lost central 
control. The Chief Directorate, however, was dissolved only six months later (Official 
Gazette, 18
th
 June 1949). Thus, both these attempts to re-centralise failed.  
217 
 
 
Ranković argues that these developments illustrate the difficulty of applying the 
centralist project (2004: 53). However, I would argue that they constituted the end of 
centralism as the dominant logic of action in the Yugoslav film industry. From then on, the 
centralisers‘ and localisers‘ logics of action equally enjoyed legitimacy in shaping the 
institutional field of film industry. In May 1948, the Federal Committee acknowledged its 
defeat and accepted the de-centralised model of film industry institutions. This confirmation 
came at an advisory conference held in Belgrade at the time, attended by the management of 
Federal and Republican film Committees, as well as Republican distribution companies 
(Ranković 2004:60-62). At the conference, Aleksandar Vučo first highlighted the 
propagandistic value of film and its claim upon governmental assistance. Second, he 
articulated the necessity to base ―cultural emancipation‖ on ―the principle that all of the 
cultural traditions must be possessed by all Yugoslav peoples‖. There, it was decided that one 
of the essential tasks of development of cinematography was to develop on both Federal and 
Republican levels. In order to do so, the Federal company Zvezda Film, and the more 
developed Republican companies, the Serbian Avala Film and the Croatian Jadran Film were 
called upon to assist the less developed Republican enterprises.  
 
One of the general conclusions of the conference was that the establishment of 
Republican Committees and Commissions for Cinematography had been a correct move, but 
that the relations between the Federal Committee, the Republican bodies and locally ran 
cinema theatres needed improvement. From this point on, there was to be no further attempt 
to re-centralise the film industry by the Federal agencies, only defensive and ultimately 
unsuccessful moves to prevent further de-centralisation. 
 
Although the Yugoslav film industry was generally in the process of gradual de-
centralisation, one important aspect of it was still to remain significantly centralised – the 
production sector. In early 1946, it had been decided to proceed with rapid and extensive 
industrialisation on the Soviet model, complete with five year plans (Rusinow 1977: 20-21). 
By 1947, the Yugoslav government had legislated for its first five year plan. The Committee 
for Cinematography, in coordination with the Federal Government, had developed a plan for 
all areas of film activity. Its priorities were to: achieve an exhibition network with one screen 
per 10,000 inhabitants on average; develop the technical and organizational capabilities for 
production to enable 40-50 fictional films annually, 100 documentaries and 124 newsreels, 
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and to establish the manufacturing base for the needed technical supplies and film materials 
(Miloradović 2012:255, Goulding 2002:4-5). Half of the production was planned to take 
place in Belgrade with other half in the Republican film centres. A national film school was 
established in Belgrade and two technical schools in Belgrade and Zagreb to support these 
plans. A monthly journal Film was established to provide a focal point for these industry 
ambitions. The proclaimed goal of these several plans was to establish a national film 
structure that would allow developments independent of foreign assistance and support 
(according to the Secretary of the Committee for Cinematography, Jakša Petrić, in journal 
Film number 6-7, July 1948, cited in Goulding 2002:4-5).  
 
The main part of the plan regarding production capacities revolved around the 
building of a ‗film city‘ in Belgrade with a central studio and laboratory system. According to 
archival material, the planning for this central film studio complex began in 1946 (Ranković 
2004: 79-80). The possibility of establishing a joint studio with authorities in Czechoslovakia 
was also explored as well as ways to attract Czechoslovakian film productions to Yugoslavia. 
The planned film city in Belgrade was to be modelled on its Czechoslovakian counterpart, 
Barrandov. The film city was to be built in stages between 1947 and 1950 on 300 hectares of 
land in the Košutnjak forest on the outskirts of Belgrade. Besides studios and laboratories the 
film city would also have film production services and a backlot thought necessary at the 
time to produce feature films on a regular coordinated basis. The Government and the 
Committee for Cinematography legislated and started building the facilities in 1947. The 
Federal Film company Zvezda was to be the hosting entity while the other (Republican) 
production houses were to use the facilities regularly.  
 
Zvezda was envisaged as becoming the dominant production house in Yugoslavia. 
Thus, while in 1946 the Serbian production enterprise Avala received 53% of all production 
funding, the Croatian Jadran 30%, the Slovenian Triglav 9% and the Federal Zvezda only 
8%; in 1947 and 1948 Zvezda received about 50% of the funding. The consequence of this 
funding can be seen in 1949 and 1950 where the roles of Zvezda and Avala were reversed in 
feature film production. Avala produced 4 out of the 6 Yugoslav feature films released in 
1947 and 1948 (with Jadran and Triglav producing the other two), but Zvezda produced 5 out 
of 7 feature films in 1949 and 1950 (with Jadran producing the remaining other two). This 
reversal occurred according to the plan to centralise production activities and facilities at the 
Federal level. Thus, it was decided that film production, particularly feature film making, 
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should be centralised operationally through the common usage of the film city in Belgrade by 
the Republican enterprises. While increasingly de-centralised administratively film policy 
was centralising as a means of securing the kind of quality filmmaking and corresponding 
infrastructure authorities believed would be essential for import substitution in film 
production to occur. 
 
 
 
The effect of the Crisis and labour reform on relations between centralisers’ and 
localisers’ logic of action  
What were the effects of the Crisis on these plans for film industry development? 
Unexpectedly the most important consequence of the Crisis was not any impact on its foreign 
relations dimension such as a tilt towards the West but rather the impact of governmental 
labour market reform to deal with the economic depression that followed the Crisis with the 
USSR. This reform more than anything else compromised centralist logics of action causing 
these logics to lose their dominance and turning production sector towards the largely 
unintended direction of independent production companies. How did this happen? 
 
Operating in the shadow of the Crisis, the Committee for Cinematography asked the 
Presidency of the Federal Government on the 6
th
 December 1948 for approval to form a team 
from Zvezda‘s personnel to reform and revise the existing plans for the film industry, as the 
developing economic consequences of the Crisis made it clear that these would not likely be 
achieved (Archive of Yugoslavia, 6
th
 and 25
th
 December 1948). By the end of year, the 
Government had approved a new plan. In this revised plan, those parts of the film city that 
were already in the process of building were to be completed and any work or equipment that 
was required to make those parts functional was to be supplied. The plans for the rest of the 
planned film city were, however, abandoned in the light of the economic crisis emerging 
from the Cominform Crisis. This had the consequence that by the end of the ‗administrative 
period‘ in 1951 only one third of the original ‗film city‘ had been built (Ranković 2004: 82-
83). While it would be tempting to see this as simply an assertion of localisers‘ logics of 
development, the Committee‘s decision and the promptness with which the Federal 
Government endorsed it suggest the motivation was primarily economic and reflected wider 
governmental strategies to deal with severely constrained general circumstances. The 
Committee and the Federal Government knew that it could not afford over coming years the 
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full realization of the Belgrade film city plan. It had to be shelved for the time being in order 
to deal with the new economic difficulties. 
 
Other elements of the 5-year film industry plan were also downgraded at this time. 
Instead of the planned 1,285 cinema theatres by the end of 1951 (Ranković 2004: 134), 1,092 
were eventually built (Miloradović 2012: 69). The number of cinema projectors 
manufactured in Yugoslavia also failed to fulfill the terms of the original plan (Ranković 
2004: 136-37). Quite a deal of production at all levels was curtailed including the shelving of 
plans for feature production. In 1951 Zvezda stopped producing features and concentrated on 
newsreels and documentaries. Avala in the same year became a feature producer once again. 
But the Belgrade-based production house, however, had taken a heavy hit and would no 
longer command the kind of dominance it had once. Avala produced only 4 of the 11 
Yugoslav features made between 1951 and 1952 (Ilić 1970). The centralist plan further 
collapsed over the course of the 1950s, as Republican film centres caught up with Belgrade. 
Thus, while in the Committee period (1947 to 1951) 57% (11 out of 19) of Yugoslav feature 
film production took place in Belgrade, from 1952 to 1956 it was 42% (20 out of 47) and 
from 1957 to 1961 only 34% (33 out of 96) of the total (statistics drawn from film production 
list in Ilić 1970: 430). 
  
In the literature on this period of the film industry, the revision of the five year plan 
in general and the scaling back of the plans for the film city in particular are usefully 
interpreted as a part of the general wave of requests for re-appraisal of five year plans that 
took place in various departments and sectors, following the political crisis around the 
Cominform Crisis. Facing the loss of help, markets and expertise from the Soviet Union and 
other Socialist countries (Ranković 2004: 82) and an economic blockade organised by the 
USSR and its Allies in late 1948, Yugoslav authorities needed to respond to the severe 
economic difficulties these several developments had caused. The Yugoslav State responded 
with increased spending in security and military defence and greatly reduced its ambitions in 
fields considered of less immediate importance, such as art and culture. The lack of 
investment to complete the Belgrade film city project was a direct consequence of the 
Cominform Crisis and effectively cancelled aspirations for the centralisation of film 
production.  
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Those seeking more autonomy for Republican film authorities were, as these film 
industry analysts have observed, indirectly favoured by the decisions taken in the aftermath 
of the Cominform Crisis. However, as we have seen throughout this re-examination of the 
Yugoslav film industry from 1944 to 1951, the Yugoslav film industry was already in the 
process of gradual de-centralisation. The level of development of central organizational 
structures had been originally envisaged not so much as an alternative to a more de-
centralised approach, but to provide the base for the development of Republican film 
industries by supplying necessary infrastructure and expertise not available in each individual 
republic. That these moves were seen as a threat by certain Republican authorities is arguably 
the result of their fear that a Federal structure of any kind located in Belgrade would 
inevitably strengthen (unfairly) the Serbian Republican film industry through proximity of 
infrastructure, ease of access, and transferability of skills,. In any case, the potential for 
dominance of a Belgrade-based film city was significantly reduced by the changes in 
Yugoslav general economic conditions.    
 
As we have seen in previous chapters, film policy was starting to be framed by 
issues of financial scarcity even before the economic crisis caused by the break in the 
Yugoslav-Soviet relations. Due to lack of finance in 1946 the authorities had decided that 
film distribution and exhibition would significantly follow a commercial logic. The 
distribution sector received no subsidy and paid taxes as did any strictly commercial 
enterprise. For the exhibition sector, in November 1946 an Order on Determining of Tax for 
Cinematographic and Other Entertainment or Sporting Shows established a 23% tax on the 
price of each ticket sold for every cinema theatre in Yugoslavia (Official Gazette, 26
th
 
November 1946, ‗Наредба о одређивању висине такса за биоскопске и остале забавне и 
фискултурне приредбе'). A half-dinar per ticket benefit for the Red Cross was also paid. 
The State subsidized film production activities only. In Vučo‘s June 1946 Report, the film 
production companies were to continue to be exempt from all tax and duties. They were to be 
subsidised by the State, at least ―at first, until [the film industry] is able to maintain itself with 
its own resources‖ (Archive of Yugoslavia, 22nd June 1946). As described by Ranković, the 
rationalization of production and economic efficiency were a constant pre-occupation of 
policy-makers. The following examples from the Committee period illustrate the desire of 
Yugoslav government and film administrators to make the film industry economically viable 
in its own right. 
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A structural change of the Federal Committee occurred shortly before the 
Cominform Crisis, as a result of discussions over the future development of cinematography 
at an Agitprop meeting attended by Milovan Đilas, Veljko Vlahović, Jakša Petrić and 
Aleksandar Vučo on the 2nd March 1948 (Archive of Yugoslavia, 2nd March 1948). After that 
meeting the Committee‘s activities were divided into two distinct areas—the ‗artistic sector‘ 
and the ‗economic sector‘. The former was in control of the processes immediately related to 
film production, that is, it focused on scripts, directing and censorship, while the latter was 
much broader and controlled the importation, distribution and exhibition of films, and the 
development of technical base for production of films (infrastructure and education). Several 
new managers were added and some were reshuffled to accommodate these new structures. 
 
Then on the 13
th
 March 1948, the Federal Committee issued a Decree on the 
Establishment of a Permanent Commission for the Tracking of Film Production (archival 
material cited in Ranković 2004: 58-9). The Commission was to be primarily concerned with 
the ―rationalization‖ of film production. For that purpose, it was assigned to research and 
report on the best way to ―achieve the best possible financial results‖ in the production sector. 
The research brief was to consider time-saving measures; to investigate financial pre-
production calculations, and to advise on awards and incentives for film workers.  
 
The attempts to make the film industry financially viable were further radicalized by 
the wave of reforms following the Crisis. By far the most significant took place in 1950, 
when the CPY introduced a society-wide reform program that is known best for its system of 
social control and ownership of the means of production – the ―workers‘ self-management‖. 
The reform was presented as an attempt to revive ‗true‘ Marxism-Leninism. In contrast to the 
Stalinist ‗deviation‘ and ‗revisionism‘, it was proclaimed as a democratic, de-bureaucratized 
and de-centralised system that would proffer an alternative model of Socialism to that of the 
Soviets and other Eastern Bloc countries.  
 
Many of the mainstream political historians and analysts conclude that the ‗self-
management‘ reforms – as direct Yugoslav response to the break with the USSR – were 
shaped by specific political, cultural and ideological factors. Zaninovich, for example, finds 
the causes in cultural factors and an anti-Stalinist streak maintained from within a still 
Socialist ideology when he speaks of ―ingrained Yugoslav tradition of localism, the fear of 
burgeoining state bureaucracy, an unflinching ideological commitment to ‗true‘ Marxism, or 
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a simple reaction to Soviet political domination‖ (1968: 88). Others argue that the break 
presented at the same time a challenge for and an opportunity to the CPY. It was a challenge 
because it ―had to prove its own legitimacy and fidelity to Marxism in order to justify its 
challenge to the Soviet leadership‖ (Marković 2011: 107; see also Rajak 2011). Therefore, 
the solution had to come from within the milieu of Marxist-Leninist theories while 
repudiating the Stalinist version. The Yugoslav leaders were thus ―searching for properly 
theoretical answere to the riddle of where the Soviet Union went wrong― (Rusinow 1977: 51-
52). It was also an opportunity because it could lead to solutions to both the issues of 
organizing the economy and polity so as to avoid repeating the mistakes of the overtly 
bureaucratized and centralised Soviet model (Singleton and Carter 1982: 22) and to the 
problems of political legitimacy internally so as to bridge ―the deep gulf between the people 
and the Party – a gulf which emerged immediately after the Communists seized power in 
1945‖ (Stanković, S 1970: 2; see also McClellan 1969: 132).  
 
What these analyses (except Rusinow's to some extent) also have in common is their 
lack of appreciation of economic circumstances and the leadership's motives and strategies to 
address them. Without taking such considerations into account, however, the analytical 
picture remains incomplete. Thus, we might well accept that the Yugoslav leadership 
believed that the Soviet model was inadequate and unsuccessful and therefore needed to be 
replaced; that any solution would still have to be found within the field of Socialist theory; 
and that the framers of the policy wanted a solution that would be popular with the 
population. However, it does not necessarily follow that the system of 'self-management' 
must be the outcome. After all, Socialist theory is a broad field and there are many possible 
alternatives to Stalinism within it, as there are many possible ways of undertaking actions that 
are likely to be perceived as popular with a general population.  
 
On the other hand, if we do take these economic factors and the context in which the 
reform emerged into account, the decision for 'self management' becomes much more specific 
ands 'strategically selective' and its choice by the Yugoslav government more obvious. For 
Woodward‘s in her 1995 analysis of labour and economic development policies in Socialist 
Yugoslavia, the ‗self-management‘ reforms were undertaken initially primarily to solve 
problems associated with the economic crisis, unskilled workforce, labour unions‘ wage 
demands, low production and lack of investment. Unable to fund according to plans made 
before the Crisis and unable to draw upon Soviet (and other Eastern Bloc Socialist countries‘) 
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investments and expert assistance, the Government transferred the responsibilities for wage 
restraints and employment cuts to the enterprises themselves. As Woodward‘s puts it: 
 
The purpose of the workers‘ councils introduced at the end of 
December 1949 was thus to gain workers‘ assistance in the wage 
restraint and employment cuts necessary to restabilize the 
economy and to restore the authority of enterprise management 
and technicians over production, including labour. (1995: 153-54) 
 
The investments and leadership from the central State was thus replaced with an initially low 
level of control of decision-making by workers at the enterprise level. Djilas himself, as one 
of principal architects of ‗self-management‘ system even expressed (however briefly) his 
suspicion that he and other leaders were doing exactly that:  
 
I felt a twinge of reservation: is this not a way for us Communists, 
I asked myself, to shift the responsibility for failures and 
difficulties in the economy onto the shoulders of the working 
class, or to compel the working class to take a share of such 
responsibilities from us? (1969: 221)   
 
Furthermore, and following the same principle of transferring responsibility for 
economic outcomes away from the central government, the control over many sections of 
economy and social sector budgeting was also transferred from Federal to Republican levels 
of government, and from Republican to local government levels. Therefore, beginning in 
1949, and continuing throughout 1950 and 1951 many Federal ministries were closed and 
their responsibilities transferred to Republics. Such de-centralisation and de-bureacratization 
also meant a massive loss of public sector employment, with 100,000 jobs abolished by mid-
1950 (Rusinow 1977: 57). It might have involved a revolutionary transfer of power to the 
workers that it was declared as, but ‗self-management‘ reform was primarily a way for a 
government in economic dire straits to transfer the responsibility for lower wages and 
unemployment to the workers and enterprises themselves making it their not the State‘s 
problem. That is having made the decision on economic grounds as a means of enabling the 
State to survive relatively intact in the face of severe difficulties it had to be ‗sold‘ both 
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domestically and internationally within the prevailing governmental rhetorical framework of 
the transition to and further development of Socialism.  
    
The application of general labour reforms associated with the ‗workers‘ self-
management unfolded in the film industry in the following manner. In a series of meetings in 
1950, Agitprop discussed the next round of restructuring of the cinematography sectors 
(Archive of Yugoslavia, 20
th
 August 1950). The main motive for these reforms was cutting 
costs. Agitprop proposed that the Republican Committees and Commissions for 
Cinematography be dissolved so as to avoid the additional bureaucratic costs they generated. 
He also proposed that their administrative functions in terms of artistic and cultural directions 
be transferred to Republican Ministries for Science and Culture, while their operational 
functions be transferred to film production, distribution and exhibition companies and their 
trade associations, which were then in the process of development. The Republican Ministries 
for Science and Culture were then to appoint managers of Republican film enterprises. 
Strictly technical services, when they need a collective, standardized solution, were to remain 
with the Federal Committee.  
                
The method of financing of cinematography was also changed from budget account 
financing to commercial financing of the plans submitted to and approved by both the Federal 
and Republican Ministries for Finance. Under this new arrangement, the difference between 
any production costs incurred and income from domestic films was to be covered from 
Republican budgets (Jovanović 1987: 130). The switch to trading according to a business 
account led enterprises to seek international co-productions, and the ‗technical bases‘—the 
enterprises that sold production services—started selling services to foreign producers 
(Jovanović 1987: 129). Yugoslavia (especially Croatia) established itself as seller of both 
location and production services for the footloose production that was starting to re-emerge in 
Europe as currency control restrictions encouraged the Hollywood Majors to ‗export‘ their 
currency holdings within a country as film productions. Yugoslavia was to become over the 
1950s and 1960s a minor player in what was called at the time Hollywood runaway 
productions.  
 
The main direction of all these Yugoslav film industry reforms was towards further 
de-centralisation and commercialisation. The most important reform, however, was in labour 
policy. The ‗workers‘ self-management‘ system had a specific application in the film 
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industry. It led to an imitation of the project-based contracting of film artists that was taking 
place in the West, especially in the US in this period. 
 
In 1950, the Federal and Republican Governments started rolling out this society-
wide reform plan. The main element, as we have seen, was the transfer of partial control over 
the enterprises to workers that were employed by them – the ‗workers‘ self-management‘ 
policy. Parallel with these reforms, Agitprop started introducing reforms of labour policy in 
the film industry modelled on the project-based contracting out of film personnel. This 
involved dividing the film industry‘s workforce into two groups: permanent employees and 
‗free film workers‘ or ‗freelancers‘. It was spelled out as following: 
 
Artistic personnel will sign contracts with film production companies for 
each individual film, while a small number of artistic personnel will 
remain in a permanent relationship with the companies, with these mostly 
consisting of those who got their training from the High Film School and 
cinematographic technical school… After working on one or two artistic 
and documentary films, such personnel in their turn will be transferred to 
free contracting. (Archive of Yugoslavia, 20
th
 August 1950) 
 
Ranković emphasises the film industry authorities' view of the importance of economic 
concerns due to economic cosequences of the Cominform crisis (2004: 62-67). Agitprop 
discussed the film industry‘s labour policy in terms of issues of commercialisation, savings 
and profitability. Issues such as faulty equipment, dirty theatres, careless advertising of 
repertoires, and insufficient number of imported films were blamed for the perceived 
inefficiencies of the exhibition sector. As the effect of the economic crisis increased, most of 
the discussed proposals for structural change were justified in terms of securing much needed 
higher profitability and cost savings: 
 
The dissolution of commissions and committees for cinematography in 
the Republics will result in a decrease of bureaucratic machinery and 
rents. The establishment of the association of film production companies 
as a cartel will result in a united production, better use of material base, 
personnel and easier transfer of experience. With the establishment of 
the association of cinema companies, there will be improvements in the 
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work of cinemas and control of its work with respect to financial 
activities, as well as presentability of cinema theatres, preservation of 
cinema equipment, maintenance and supplies… By transferring the 
artistic personnel to a free contracting system great savings shall be 
produced… In terms of increase of income, an expansion of the cinema 
network will be needed… In foreign countries they calculate that 3,000 
cinema theatres is needed for a profitable exploitation of a film, but 
today in our country there are 872 theatres with 258,300 seats, 40% of 
which are in poor condition. (Archive of Yugoslavia, 20
th
 August 1950) 
 
The film industry labour policy reform was thus justified for its potential economic efficiency, 
rather than any ideological or political characteristics typically referred to in the rhetoric 
surrounding the general labour reforms.  
 
In December 1950 the Government issued two further documents relevant to the 
film industry and its future formation. The Regulation on the establishment, tasks and work of 
the Economic association of film companies still reserved the legislative powers for the 
Federal Committee, but transferred the executive powers to the Economic Association of 
Film Companies (Official Gazette, 20
th
 December 1950, ‗Уредба о оснивању, задацима и 
раду привредног удружења фимских предузећа‘ in original). The Association included 
Republican film production companies, technical services and laboratories, the Federal 
import-export company Jugoslavija Film, the Federal studios in Belgrade, distribution and 
exhibition companies and a proposed institute for the development of film production. This 
change has been presented as a way to rationalize the film industry, especially the production 
sector. The Association was to represent the film production companies with the authorities 
and business partners and to maintain ―permanent supervision and control‖ of their business 
activities and report to the Federal Committee and Ministries for Science and Culture of the 
Republics.  
 
The management and supervision of the Association‘s work was performed 
primarily by its Council which consisted of representatives of workers‘ councils, 
representatives of the Association‘s administrative boards, and the directors of film 
companies. These two directives of late 1950 provide the first instance of any mention of 
‗workers‘ councils‘ in relation to film. Such councils were established in late 1950 as the 
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beginning of a process of workers‘ self-management in cinematography (Ranković 2004: 67). 
The Association was to be funded by its member-companies and needed to be financially 
independent from the State. The Regulation also confirmed the transfer of film companies 
under economic administration to the Republican Ministries for Science and Culture, and the 
dissolution of Federal jurisdiction over Republican film committees and commissions. This 
document largely follows the recommendations produced at the above-mentioned Agitprop 
meetings.  
 
The second document was the accompanying Instruction on the organization of 
State administration and economic enterprises in the field of cinematography (Official 
Gazette, 20
th
 December 1950, ‗Упутство о организацији Државне управе и привредних 
предузећа у области кинематографије‘ in original). It was issued as an expression of the 
Basic law on administration of economic enterprises and higher economic associations by 
workers‟ collectives with respect to the film industry (Official Gazette, 5th July 1950, 
‗Основни закон о управљању државним предузећима и вишим привредним 
удружењима од стране радних колектива‘). It ordered the establishment of two further 
types of association: the first one—at a national level—would consist of all of the Republican 
film production companies, and the other – at the Republican level—would consist of all of 
the exhibition companies within the one Republic. These associations were to act as cartels in 
order to rationalize their respective sectors. This regulation also determined the internal 
structure of new trade associations in the film industry, the internal organization of its film 
companies, the establishment of ‗freelancer‘ employment and the role of the Federal 
Committee. 
 
In terms of the internal organization of the film companies, the Artistic Councils 
were all established and modelled on the Artistic Council of the Federal Committee. Thus, 
they would number 8 to 12 members with backgrounds in film, in other arts or in the 
administration of cultural policy. The Artistic Council members of Republican film 
companies were to be appointed by the Republican Ministries for Science and Culture. The 
Artistic Councils of Republic-based film enterprises weres charged with examining, selecting 
and approving: scenarios for films, the ‗books‘ to be adapted from, producing material, 
selecting the artistic personnel, and making recommendations for awards. Thus, one of its 
functions was to pre-approve or censor the project before the production start. In this way, it 
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was the responsibility of the Artistic Council of a specific enterprise to determine whether a 
project idea should go ahead into pre-production.  
 
The Federal Committee‘s Artistic Council, however, still held the exclusive power 
to approve the start of production. And finally, the Censorship Commission still had to 
approve the finished product before distribution. In this system, a film had to pass three levels 
of vetting and censorship. In Western film systems typically there is no step two – the 
censorship agency would only deal with a finished project, while approval for the start of 
production would remain with the executives of a production company.  
 
The Federal Artistic Council also supervised the choice of films for import. In 
general, however, the Federal Committee was becoming redefined as an advisory agency, 
concerned mostly with a delimited range of things. These included: research on economic 
matters; advising on propagandistic/political activities related to the film industry; advising 
Federal and Republican governments on legislation; issuing instructions for execution of the 
Government‘s orders; recommending the members of the Censorship Commission, and 
designing national plans for film production, importation, distribution and cinema theatres 
building. In this reshuffling of roles, the Republican enterprises, associations and Science and 
Culture Ministries gained new executive powers. And the production enterprises became 
independent in their activities and increasingly controlled their own finances. 
 
The Instruction further determined the application of the rule on the new status of 
film workers in the following terms:  
 
(Article 7) Under this rule, all cinematographic workers need to work 
according to principles of contractual engagement for specific films. 
Exceptionally, the enterprises for film production may have 
cinematographic personnel in permanent working relation if such 
employees perform strictly technical work, or if they are film school 
students which require permanent work relations in order to gain 
specialist training through practical work. The production organizers 
must be in permanent employment with their film production 
enterprise. A film production enterprise may accept individual 
employees into permanent employment only with the approval of the 
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Minister for Science and Culture of the Republican government, or 
the President of the Committee for cinematography of the Federal 
government, according to the importance of the enterprise. The 
graduates of film schools may be accepted into permanent 
employment for maximum of two years, in order to achieve specialist 
development through practical work. The President of the Committee 
for cinematography of the Federal Government is hereby authorized 
to design detailed regulations with regard to the hiring of 
cinematographic staff for film production, and to design regulations 
about the fees paid to such staff.  
 
The application of the law on workers‘ self-management therefore resulted in a change of 
status of film workers. They went from being employees of the State and its agencies to 
becoming ‗freelancers‘. And while the rest of the Instruction was to be applied within weeks 
or months, the switch to the system of ‗free film workers‘ did not have any particular official 
deadline attached to it. This might have been due to the diverse levels of film industry 
development in the Republics, and was thus fully completed as late as the end of 1952 in 
some Republics (Ranković 2004: 71). 
 
In April 1951, as part of a general national administrative restructure, five ministries, 
five committees and four general directorates were dissolved (Official Gazette, 7
th
 April 
1951). One of these was the Federal Committee for cinematography. On its disestablishment 
its assignments were transferred to the newly established Council for Science and Culture. 
The processes of commercialisation and de-centralisation that evolved during the 
Committee‘s brief reign, however, continued into the 1950s and beyond. 
 
From the mid-1950s, there was a flourishing of ‗independent‘ feature film 
production companies in Yugoslavia. This was a direct consequence of this ‗contracting out‘ 
of employment. But as we have seen these production companies were not set up as such by 
the authorities. Nor were they intended by those who had initially developed the policy which 
gave rise to them. These independent production companies were the film workers 
associations and short film production enterprises that went into feature production for one 
and sometimes a group of films. Their rise was caused by the combination of processes of de-
centralisation, commercialisation and economic crisis. The labour policy, itself a combination 
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of these processes, was also a strong factor in the emergence of ‗independent‘ production 
enterprises. Thanks to the exercise of logics of de-centralisation, there were by the end of the 
1940s a number of production companies in the Republican capitals, both for feature and 
short films. These were primarily Republican controlled companies. Due to 
commercialisation and economic crisis, the Republican film agencies were expected to cover 
most of their expenses themselves. This meant that commercial productions and co-
productions with the foreign companies became not only more tolerable but desirable. The 
rise in international co-productions in the 1950s that occurred due to currency extraction 
limitations that were established in European film markets effectively relieved the financial 
pressures upon these Republican and therefore State owned companies.  
 
The impacts of labour policy reform in the field of film industry can be seen in the 
industry statistics. The film industry had employed 1,434 workers in various administrative, 
artistic and technical roles prior to the reform (Volk 2001:336). Only 599 kept their jobs after 
1950-1952. Those hardest hit by being turned into freelancers were filmmakers and their 
technical associates. Hundreds of film workers became ‗freelancers‘, while many left the 
industry altogether. In the 1940s the authorities set up the industry capacities (education, 
studios, laboratories) in line with plans to produce 40-50 films annually in the 1950s. But this 
scale of production never eventuated. Yugoslavia was only able to produce 4 features in 
1950, 6 in 1951 and 5 in 1952. With such low levels of production the majority of film artists 
and their associates who had come into the industry on the expectation of further substantial 
growth were unemployed. Their interests were represented by the various Republican Film 
Workers Associations, established in 1950 by the film labour reform legislation.  
 
In 1952, the film artists and their associates that were members of one such 
organization—the Association of Film Workers of Serbia—established the Association of 
Film Artists of Serbia (AFAS) (UFUS 2010). Soon after its inception the AFAS started 
pressuring the government to allow them to produce films and to finance their work. After 
initial refusals, the AFAS leadership met with Edvard Kardelj, one of the most influential 
members of the Central Committee of the CPY (Miloradović 2010b: 90-91). They referred to 
the part of the ‗self-management‘ legislation which allowed a group of citizens to form an 
enterprise and argued it should apply to film production as well. With their demand 
eventually granted, they set up a first ‗independent‘ production company in post-war 
Yugoslavia in 1952.  
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In 1953 AFAS produced 9 short films and the first Yugoslav feature film co-
production The Last Bridge (dir Helmut Kautner) in partnership with the Austrian company 
Cosmopol Film. This film, upon its 1954 release achieved critical success abroad and opened 
the door for others to set up new production companies seeking international partners. In 
1955 AFAS released two films, Ešalon Doktora M. (dir Ţika Mitrović) and Njih Dvojica (dir 
Ţorţ Skrigin), which were successful at the box office, and another less successful co-
production Dva Zrna GroţĊa (dir Puriša Đorđević), this time with a Greek company Nikos 
Skulikidis and Co. The established Republican production enterprises also started to make co-
productions with foreign companies, first Avala in 1955 with Norsk Film (Norway) for 
Krvavi Put (dirs Radoš Novaković and Kaare Bergstrom) and then Triglav with Hansa Film 
(Germany) for Dalmatinska Svadba (dir Geza von Bolwary) in 1957. The Bosnian short film 
production enterprise Studio joined AFAS as an ‗independent‘ feature film production 
enterprise with its first film Šolaja (dir Vojislav Nanović) in 1955 and then in 1956 with a co-
production with Titanus Film (Germany) of Klisura (dir Boško Kosanović). Other newly 
formed film production companies, such as Viba, Slavija and Zastava joined this list in 1958, 
and others were established in the 1960s. The Yugoslav production sector thus became more 
competitive and varied.  
 
Yugoslav filmmakers also started producing more commercial films, including 
‗genre‘ films such as the already mentioned Ešalon doktora M (war action adventure), 
Milijuni na otoku (1955: dir Branko Bauer, children‘s adventure), Putnici sa Splendida 
(1956: dir Milenko Štrbac, adventure), Poslednji kolosek (1956: Ţika Mitrović, crime), Pop 
Ćira i Pop Spira (1957: Soja Jovanović, comedy) and H-8 (1958: Nikola Tanhofer, disaster 
thriller). With this increase in the range and scope of production the emergence of 
‗independent‘ production companies clearly played a substantial role in increasing the 
production of feature films from an annual average of 6.2 in the first half of the 1950s to 14.6 
by the second half of the decade. The box office for Yugoslav production showed a 
corresponding improvement from 5.8% in 1952 to 10% in 1956 to 14.6% in 1959 (see 
statistics in Obradović 1996: 111).  
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Conclusion 
The layering of labour reforms onto an institutional system that was increasingly dominated 
by commercialism and de-centralisation led the film industry to depart still further from its 
intended Socialist and Soviet-style path. While the Government had intended the labour 
reform to reduce spending and keep the Republican production enterprises in control of the 
labour market, in practice it did the reverse. It led to the emergence of new production 
enterprises and increased spending, not least due to foreign investment. Because a significant 
number of film workers were unwilling to remain idle and wait for a chance from the 
established Republican companies, they formed their own production enterprises and entered 
co-productions with foreign partners. Their strategy proved successful both critically and at 
the box office, and soon others including the Republican State companies followed their 
example. In the process, the film production sector underwent another significant 
transformation. Certainly this transformation was triggered initially by the labour reforms, 
which were in turn a response to the economic crisis caused by the foreign relations crisis and 
rift with the USSR.  
 
It is important to note that the labour reform did not lead to the consequences that 
the government desired. The endogenous, gradual and complex change that the Yugoslav 
film industry had been going through before the Crisis had combined with a Crisis-induced 
labour reform to take the institutional system into a new direction. This direction has 
commonly been described as a direct and intentional consequence of a Yugoslav general 
labour reform and film policy. However, my argument here is one of unintended 
consequences. The results significantly departed from those intended by the formulators.    
 
Further de-centralisation of the Yugoslav film industry after the Committee period 
also took place in the import and distribution sectors. After 1952, the complementarities 
between commercialisation and de-centralisation processes created important synergies. The 
two processes were linked, as the increase in the number of imported films, especially 
commercial ones, created the possibility and financial incentive for distributors to create their 
own strategies. Thus, in April 1951 the ‗joint list‘ of films compiled by the Jugoslavija Film 
import monopoly and Republican distributors ceased (Volk 1977: 28). Instead, distributors 
now formed their own lists which Jugoslavija Film would then acquire on their behalf. Then 
in 1952 it was decided that (starting in 1953) distribution enterprises could expand their 
commercial activities to the rest of the country (Volk 1977:28, Janjetović 2011: 177). The 
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Republican distributors thus became competitors in a much larger, national film market, 
rather than monopolists over their respective Republican markets.  
 
Given their new liberties, the distributors soon embarked on further 
commercialisation. The two largest distributors, Croatia Film and Morava were now 
regularly being criticized by the CPY officials and art and culture elites for their 
commercialism and ―bad taste‖ (Volk 1977, Janjetović 2011: 183). Such criticisms were 
politically ineffective. They did not produce any change in their film purchase policies. In 
fact, soon there were pressures to de-monopolize the import sector as well. In 1954, Jadran 
started signing import deals with Hollywood distributors on its own (Miloradović 2010b). 
After initial legal issues, in which Jadran‘s import license was questioned, Jugoslavija Film‘s 
exclusive import monopoly was terminated. It became instead a new body the Association of 
Film Production and Distribution Enterprises (Volk 1977: 30). It still remained an important 
vehicle for the coordination of purchase lists for some distributors and many exhibitors. 
However, there were now other import enterprises with which it was competing. Thus, by the 
mid-1950s the only part of Yugoslav film industry that remained centralised was the 
Censorship Commission.      
 
In the previous chapter we concluded by noting how much the working out of 
ideological and commercialist logics was shared with other Eastern European States but 
acquired a particular inflection in the Yugoslav case. In this chapter, however, it has been 
concerned with something that is arguably specific to the Yugoslav case—the working out of 
decentralising and localisers‘ logics within the context of the Socialist experiment with the 
cinema.  
 
Certainly Yugoslavia shared with many other Eastern Bloc countries the presence of 
different nationalities with their own languages and nationalist aspirations within the national 
territory. It also shared with the USSR these nationalities being mapped over Republican 
forms of political organisation internal to the nation State. But from its very inception as a 
Socialist State politically and economically motivated decentralising tendencies characterised 
the Yugoslav State and its film policy. These logics of action militated against, for instance, 
attempts to create a single city as the nation‘s film capital. Instead the Yugoslav industry was 
fragmented across national lines rather than being centralised in the one city—as filmmaking 
was and continued to be in London, Paris and Los Angeles and also, for instance, in Moscow, 
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Prague, Budapest and East Berlin in the Eastern Bloc. Consequently the Yugoslav industry 
was not able to develop the localisation and agglomeration economies that come from scale 
provided by co-location of an industry and related industries in the one city. Whereas each of 
these Western and Eastern Bloc States attracted the best and the brightest of their various 
nationalities to their film media capital making them entities which coordinated and 
controlled their national territory in the Yugoslav case filmworkers stayed domiciled in their 
respective Republics. 
 
But this complex decentralising and localisers‘ path did produce what we can now 
identify as significant regional experimental innovation in independent production within the 
context of Socialist government, and in the pitching for and securing of international 
productions in the different Republics at a time when international co-production was just 
coming into being. Armed as we are now with a better understanding of the trajectory of 
Yugoslav‘s film industry from the war, through liberation to the formation of Yugoslavia as a 
Socialist State modelled on the Soviet Union, to the Crisis and break with the Soviets and 
Eastern Bloc, we are now in a position to theorise this development in new institutionalism 
terms. It is to this final task that this thesis will now attend.  
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Chapter 9 
 
 
 
 
 
Towards a New Institutional Perspective on the Yugoslav Film Industry 
under Socialism 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
The conventional view of how the processes of de-centralisation and commercialisation in the 
Yugoslav film industry unfolded is, as we have seen in Chapter 3, consistent with traditional 
institutional accounts of change based on the model of punctuated equilibrium, where history 
is ordered into stable periods or stages separated by revolutionary and abrupt events. 
However, in chapters 4-8 of this thesis I have shown that the empirical record does not 
support such an account of the Yugoslav film industry under a Communist dispensation 
between 1944 and 1951. Instead the evolution of the Yugoslav film industry is consistent 
with new institutionalist accounts of policy and institutional developments. New 
institutionalism‘s foregrounding of complexity, contingency and gradualism as key 
characteristics of institutional change best describes show how the Yugoslav film industry‘s 
institutional regime worked. This suggests a history that is more complex than traditional 
accounts have allowed it to be and that its dynamics of institutional change were much more 
gradual than abrupt. They involved always mutating and evolving tensions between 
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competing and conflicting interests and logics of action—centralising versus localising; and 
ideo-political versus commercial—operating within the institutional order.  
 
In this chapter I will now more explicitly connect the empirical evidence with the 
new institutionalism‘s theoretical modelling of policy and industry formation to propose a 
more explicitly theoretical explanation of the process by which ideo-political correctness and 
centralisation were gradually supplanted by de-centralisation and commercialisation as 
dominant logics of action in the Yugoslav film industry. As theoretical explanations of 
change concepts of institutional ‗layering‘ and ‗displacement‘ are especially useful as too are 
notions of dominant and subordinate logics of action. They demonstrate collectively the value 
of the new institutional approach to the examination of policy, political and industrial 
formations generally and Eastern European and Yugoslav formations of the Communist 
period more specifically.  
 
The new institutionalism draws our attention to the various—and sometimes 
unpredictable—interconnections among these logis of action that are normally thought 
separately and which are often seen to be opposed in Socialist regimes. After an explicit new 
institutionalist discussion of the interaction between, on the one hand ideo-political 
correctness and commercialisation; and, on the other hand, centralisation and de-
centralisation; I turn to a consideration of the consequences of the twinning of 
commercialisation and localising logics of action in the Yugoslav film industry. This is useful 
because it points to how the path dependency created by the ascendance of these disparate 
logics of action played itself out after the Crisis. The thesis concludes with extracting a 
number of ―lessons‖ the thesis might hold for the study of small nation and medium size 
national cinemas, for the study of Socialist modes of governance in the film industry and 
beyond in Communist Eastern Europe, and for the analysis of the place and function for State 
and policy actors of Socialist ideo-political discourses.   
 
 
 
From punctuated equilibrium to the ‘new institutionalism’ in accounting for the 
development of Yugoslav film policy 
As we have seen in Chapter 3, the model of punctuated equilibrium, typical of traditional 
institutional accounts of change, emphasises structure, order, patterns, regularities and 
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dominant logics. It sees a given set of institutional arrangements constraining opportunities, 
limiting the repertoire of ideas and creating incentives for actors whose interests and ideas 
come to align with the dominant structure, which they in turn seek to reproduce over time 
(Pierson 2000, 2004). This version of institutional path dependency typically depicts long 
periods of continuity, limited degrees of freedom of action and minor change in institutional 
systems (Streeck and Thelen 2005: 6–8). Change is treated as something disruptive to this 
prevailing institutional order and is therefore often seen as precipitated by a crisis of some 
kind or as being generated by some other endogenous factor. The punctuated equilibrium 
understands processes of institutional change as primarily seismic, radical, discontinuous and 
driven by exogenously induced crisis (Krasner 1984).  
 
The empirical record we have examined in this thesis does not support this view. It 
does however match with how film scholars and political economists have approached both 
the Yugoslav film industry‘s development in the 1940s and early 1950s and Yugoslavia‘s 
general development as a putative Stalinist state in this period.  Both have tended to see the 
period before the Crisis as one exclusively dominated by Socialist ideo-political correctness 
and governmental centralisation. So in the film industry Soviet films dominated the Yugoslav 
box-office as a matter of policy and the film industry was allegedly of a centralised, 
‗Stalinist‘ type. Supposedly, this stage came to an end with the Cominform Crisis, after 
which the authorities abruptly tilted towards the West, privileged Western over Soviet films 
and allowed commercialism to reign supreme over ideo-political correctness. While film 
scholars do not consider the relation of their analyses to institutional theory, it is notable how 
much the analysis of these international and Yugoslav film scholars support the theoretical 
arguments of the ‗old institutionalism‘ with their focus on seismic rather than gradual 
institutional change and focus on dominant logics of action to the exclusion of co-extant 
subordinate logics of action.  
 
The historical evidence, however, suggests that Yugoslav film industry development 
and Yugoslav political, industrial and economic development is more in line with ‗new 
institutionalist‘ perspectives of policy and political institutions  (for insight into these 
perspectives, see Streeck and Thelen 2005; Hay 2002; Crouch and Farrell 2004, and Crouch 
2005). The thesis shows that in the period immediately after the war (1944-1948) the 
Yugoslav State and its agencies including film agencies were not as monolithic, single 
minded, or explicitly politico-ideological and centralising as has been suggested. Rather the 
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period is characterised by considerable institutional complexity with multiple competing 
tendencies and counter-tendencies present. This complexity, the relative weigthting given to 
each and the settlement among them evolved gradually. For the new institutionalism these 
inconsistencies are important to understanding the process of institutional change (Lieberman 
2002: 701). Crouch and Farrell (2004: 8). This is because institutional systems, it is argued, 
are ―characterised by redundancies, previously unknown capacities, and incongruities, which 
frequently provide the means through which actors – whether firms, policy entrepreneurs or 
others – may seek to tackle new exigencies‘. Streeck and Thelen (2005: 20) further observe 
that while institutions impose a dominant logic, these logics can co-exist with alternative 
impulses, which sometimes challenge and contradict the dominant logic and give rise to 
institutional change. My analysis of the Yugoslav film industry provides many instances of 
the co-existence of alternative logics of action in uneasy and shifting alliances with dominant 
logics of action.  
 
New institutionalism thus portrays change in ways that are different to that depicted 
in the model of punctuated equilibrium (Streeck and Thelen 2005). It understands change in 
terms of institutional displacement, layering, drift, conversion and exhaustion. In the case of 
the changes analysed in this thesis, displacement and layering are the most prominent 
processes. Both displacement and layering constitute movements in the relative significance 
of particular logics within an institutional system. They are evident both through the 
reactivation or rediscovery of logics that had become subordinated over time and through the 
layering of new logics upon old ones. These processes become manifest in the degeneration 
or redirection of institutions which alter the institution‘s reach. And finally, they are the 
product of forms of bricolage wherein the development of new arrangements is based on new 
combinations of old institutions or the adoption of new goals by existing institutions. 
 
The ‗new institutionalism‘ has important implications for the analysis of institutional 
change. While the model of punctuated equilibrium encourages a focus on dominant logics, 
stability, complementarity and path dependency, the new institutionalism encourages a focus 
on their being an ongoing ‗clash among elements of the system‘ as Lieberman describes it 
(2002:703). This requires an acknowledgement of the ‗messiness‘ of institutional 
environments and the role of friction, contradiction and alternative logics in the process of 
institutional change. By relaxing the assumption of order and stability, a range of alternative 
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paths and contradictory orders may become apparent and their role in shaping institutional 
change can become brought into focus. 
  
The historical account presented in this thesis shows that the actual policy and its 
enactment were shaped by economic and political factors that introduced strong elements of 
commercialism and Republican cultural autonomy very early in the process of policy making. 
These elements combined and conflicted with ideo-political correctness and centralism, 
creating a chain of complex institutional dynamics. Gradually, through the working out of 
these complexities, the industry was transformed into one dominated by commercialism and 
de-centralisation. The Crisis itself (1948-1949) did not affect this film policy in a 
deterministic manner. Instead it completed a transformation in institutional logics that was 
well under way before the Crisis. Rather than conforming to a punctuated equilibrium model 
of institutional change, the post-war development of Yugoslav film industry is better 
identified as an instance of what the new institutionalism describes as a gradual 
transformation.  
 
Two of the ways in which new institutionalism identifies such gradual 
transformation as occurring is through institutional displacement and institutional layering 
(Thelen 2003; Thelen and Streeck 2005). These terms describe processes in which change 
occurs through the gradual rise of subordinate or new institutions to positions of dominance. 
Institutional displacement occurs through a mechanism of defection, in which actors within 
an institutional system switch from one logic of action to another as a response to 
institutional incoherencies or environmental challenges. For its part institutional layering 
results from differential growth of new institutional elements that were added onto the 
existing structures as a solution to perceived difficulties or conflicts. Such institutional 
additions may in time destabilize the existing balance of logics of action. A compromise 
between old and new may then end in the defeat of old. 
 
Furthermore institutional systems in general typically impose a dominant logic of 
action but more often than not these are accompanied by other, subordinate logics (Thelen 
and Streeck 2005: 20). The subordinate logics of action may be, to various extents, in conflict 
or contradiction with the dominant one. They can co-exist in relative peace while at the same 
time vie with each other for a leading role.  
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In the case of Yugoslav film policy, we can see this how through processes of 
institutional displacement and layering commercialism and autonomism moved from being 
subordinate logics of action at the beginning of the post-war period to eventually becoming 
dominant logis of action. In new institutional terms this is because they represented solutions 
to institutional incoherencies; they featured in compromises which were embodied in new 
institutional elements and forms, and because changes in external conditions created 
conditions that were favourable to them. The dominant institutions and logics of action—
ideo-political correctness and centralisation were never attacked openly. Instead, the 
subordinate ones grew faster and created policy constituencies that eventually came to favour 
them. In this way a complex combination of factors gradually transformed the subordinate 
logic of action into a dominant one.  
 
 
 
The evolution of commercial logic of action in the Yugoslav film industry policy 
Drawing together the insights from the empirical chapters with this theory of change 
elaborated in the new institutionalism, the transformation of Yugoslav film import and 
exploitation policy from one dominated by ideo-political concerns to one dominated by 
commercial logics of action can be seen to have occurred gradually and did not owe itself to 
the 1948-49 Cominform crisis. Rather this transformation actually started as early as late 
1944 with the screening of commercial Western films in order to achieve the new authorities‘ 
short-term political goals. As we have seen this was not a necessary development in the sense 
of the temporary compromise possessing deterministic endogenous qualities that would direct 
policy evolution. Instead, it was an initial factor that combined with the incoherencies of the 
institutional system of which it was a part to facilitate the grounds for a commercial logic of 
action within a Socialist film industry planning. These incoherencies of policy logic resulted 
from the Government‘s insistence on financial self-reliance for an industry that was at the 
same time burdened by the cost of the cinefication policy and the screening of expensive 
Soviet films. The temporary compromise taught policy-makers that institutional 
incoherencies could be effectively ‗pacified‘ with the inclusion of a limited number of 
commercial Western films. From then on, they endeavoured to keep a balance between the 
dominant logic of screening of films that promoted Socialist or ‗socially critical‘ values and 
the subordinate logic of screening of films that made profits, even if their values were 
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somewhat ‗bourgeois‘. This balance lasted until 1952, when profit was definitely placed 
before and in place of ideo-political correctness as the dominant logic.    
 
Institutional theory draws our attention to the concept of ‗logics of action‘ which are 
defined as general directions used by actors in their interpretations of the constraints and 
opportunities available in a specific institutional system. The new institutionalism proposes 
that institutional contexts are typically characterised by multiple, often competing logics of 
action. Chapters 4, 5 and 6 showed that in the period immediately after the war, ideo-political 
correctness was not the exclusive logic of action in the field of Yugoslav film industry policy 
it is sometimes held to be. Rather, it was immediately co-joined by commercialist tendencies, 
albeit initially as a subordinate, temporary partner. The ideo-political logic initially prioritised 
the screening of Soviet and other Socialist or ‗socially critical‘ films to secure a Socialist way 
of life and support for the Socialist State and its policies, while the commercialist logic 
referred to the exhibition of ‗commercial‘ and mostly American and British films that did not 
promote Socialist values but were able to secure profits for Yugoslav distributors and 
exhibitors. The two logics were initially combined in such a way that film policy could be run 
efficiently given the material context in which the industry was positioned and the immediate 
political tasks at hand. Therefore, a significant number of Western commercial films were 
screened, sharing the Yugoslav box office with the Soviet films. In 1944-1946, Western films 
were actually slightly dominant over the Soviet ones.   
 
The decision to screen commercial Western films and thus combine the two logics 
of action was, as institutional theory predicts, a consequence of a range of factors. First, there 
was an urgent need for films in order to attract people to cinemas where they could be shown 
the locally made newsreels. Such shorts were a compulsory part of the repertoire and 
considered a strong tool of propaganda at the time (and a most urgent one before the elections 
in December 1945). These newsreels were important to the new authorities at a time when 
they needed to legitimize their rule and their policies. Thus a political demand of a higher 
order pushed film administrators into prioritizing commercial exhibition as a means of 
providing an appropriate vehicle for State propaganda.  
 
Second, in 1945 it was not possible for the Yugoslav monopoly importer to acquire a 
significant number of ‗socially critical‘ films, most of which were distributed by Hollywood 
Majors. As part of their fight to keep European film markets free of government intervention 
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perceived as harmful to their interests, the Majors had formed an export cartel, the MPEA, in 
1945 and refused to deal with the Yugoslav monopoly importer. The Yugoslavs endeavoured 
to obtain ‗serious‘ films but also saw the commercial potential from dealing with American 
‗independents‘ for films. But suitable films were still in short supply. Some films were 
obtained from the British in 1945, but these were sold expensively and on what were 
regarded as humiliating terms by the Yugoslav side. The inability to acquire ‗serious‘, 
‗quality‘ films made it easier for film administrators to argue for flexibility in the type of 
films that they were to distribute. Commercial films were, in these circumstances, becoming 
acceptable. 
 
Third, there was the accidental discovery and preservation of a significant number of 
pre-war Western commercial productions. This accident of history gave the film 
administrators a means of getting people into cinemas to watch propaganda newsreels and of 
achieving significant profits without having to send any money abroad. The only obstacle 
needing to be removed was convincing Agitprop and the CPY hierarchy to loosen their 
standards of ideo-political correctness for films screened in Yugoslavia. They were able to do 
so because the films would go through the censorship process, where many were, at first, 
rejected. However, even some of the films that were originally banned made it onto the 
screens when the film pool became progressively depleted. In any case, the majority of these 
films did not possess anything resembling the espoused Socialist values. On the contrary, 
many of them contained, at least implicitly, anti-Socialist values including pro-capitalist 
sentiment. The screening of these confiscated Western films continued at least until MPEA 
films started to arrive in 1949.  
 
These factors were necessary preconditions for the beginning of the rise of the 
commercial logic of action in film exploitation in Yugoslavia. They made it difficult for 
policy makers and administrators to be dogmatic about the type of films screened in 
Yugoslavia. If any one of these factors were absent, the decision makers would not have felt 
so strongly that they were out of alternative options. Had there been more time and less 
urgency to place ‗bums on seats‘, or more flexibility from the MPEA at an earlier stage, or 
had those Belgrade boys managed to find a way to sell off the film stock for plastics before 
they were found out by the authorities, the nation-wide screening of ‗found‘ Western films 
that dominated the screens for a few years would not have happened. But it did happen, and it 
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is to this particular contingent and complex combination of factors that the commercialism in 
Yugoslav film sector owes its first steps.  
 
It is important to note that what turned out to be the beginning of commercialisation 
was considered at its initiation to be a temporary compromise. The Yugoslav film 
administrators saw themselves strategically adopting the ‗commercialism‘ represented by 
Western films in order to create the material circumstances of bringing people into the 
theatres so as to enable their immediate short-term political task (of screening propaganda 
newsreels). Although such commercialism went against their long-term ideological plans this 
kind of development is in line with the arguments that the new institutionalism makes—
namely that institutional transformation often occurs due to adaptations that the institutional 
actors enact in response to changes or demands in their environment (Thelen 2003: 211, 
Crouch and Farrell 2004: 7). In the case of post-war Yugoslav film policy, the actors enacted 
a temporary compromise in order to ensure the institutional survival of their film policy. This 
then led to the acceptance and subsequent development of a logic of action that was 
contradictory to the dominant logic of ideo-political correctness. Gradually, this subordinate 
logic displaced the dominant one.  
 
New institutional analyses have shown that it is common for institutional systems to 
embody such dichotomies and conflicting logics. It is also common for institutional 
displacement to occur when this is the case (Thelen and Streeck 2005: 18-22). It is through 
just such feedback process and the further complications that ensue that temporary 
institutions acquire path dependent properties and become solidified. As reported in internal 
documents of film administration, trade and culture-political agencies, the import and 
exploitation of commercial Western films was a ―very important‖ and sometimes ―most 
important‖ part of the film industry. It provided the means to keep the industry going despite 
the financial strain associated with the import of Soviet film and general economic hardship. 
The economic forces that sustained the logic of commercialism were different from the 
political interests that saw itself as temporarily supporting it in the short term, as is often the 
case (Mahoney 2000). Over the passage of time\, the logic of commercialism became further 
embedded and difficult to change. Yugoslav administrators were well aware of its benefits 
and conversely of the costs that would be involved in any attempts to change it. The 
industrial strategy that emerged in the new Socialist State was one built upon it, thus 
strengthening the initial choices that had been made. This is similar to technological 
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trajectories in which a potentially inferior technology becomes the norm because it is the 
―first out of the gate‖ (Pierson 2000). Thus the logic of commercialism in Yugoslav film 
import and exhibition became a path dependent feature of the institutional system such that 
by 1952 the transformation of film policy to a commercial logic was completed when ‗locked 
in‘ by the loss of Soviet films and the acceptance of American subsidy by the Yugoslav film 
industry. 
 
In a case typical of gradual institutional transformations, a contingency at the 
moment of institutional innovation was combined with material conditions of the subsequent 
period in ways that reinforced the initial logic of action. As demonstrated by the empirical 
findings, there were other, non-necessary factors that assisted the initial decision to 
commercialise and sustained the commercialist tendency after the conditions of the initial 
decision ceased to exist. First, there was a need on the Yugoslav authorities‘ part to avoid 
‗currency bleeding‘ because of the general economic situation. Given the economic hardship 
and the need to prioritize reconstruction projects aimed at satisfying the more basic State, 
human and social needs, they hoped to get flat-fee deals or postponement of payment deals 
from ther Soviet, American and European international distributors.This is because they 
wanted to avoid having to pay for films with foreign currency, or to involve themselves in 
profit-sharing agreements that might lead to large amounts of cash being sent abroad. 
However, the British were unwilling to meet these demands and insisted on a profit-sharing 
deal, while the Americans would not at this time deal with the film import monopoly at all. 
Additionally, the Yugoslav decision-makers were not able to avoid currency bleeding in the 
rental contract which the USSR insisted upon. A deal considered unfair and damaging to the 
Yugoslav film industry was, however, agreed to with the USSR given the importance that 
general relations with the USSR were to the new Socialist State. This prioritization of foreign 
relations needs over economic prerogatives represents the second factor that sustained 
commercialism in film policy. Ironically, the consequences of the expensive contract with the 
producer of the most ideo-politically correct films, the USSR, was that it effectively 
reinforced the willingness of authorities to exploit confiscated and strictly commercial 
Western films.  
 
The decision to screen confiscated Western films had the desired effect of stabilizing 
the finances of the film industry for two to three years. Because of this and a successful box-
office year in 1945, the government cancelled the film industry‘s tax exemption. The 
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attempts by film administrators to get State subsidies for import and distribution were also 
rejected. The unwillingness or inability of the State to relieve financial pressures on the film 
industry, combined with its insistence on preferring costly Soviet films contributed to the 
development and reinforcement of the commercialist logic of action. That is, the film 
administrators had to continue obtaining and exploiting commercial Western films in order to 
keep the industry financially self-reliant. In 1947 and 1948 they did so through obtaining 
from American ‗independents‘ American films and from other Western countries Western 
commercial films. These formed a good part of the 25% of the screen-time that the Western 
films took in general. The conditions of financial scarcity continued in Yugoslavia 
throughout the period in question. The situation worsened after the break with the USSR, as 
GDP fell in each of 1949, 1950 and 1951.  
 
The funds for securing foreign film imports were thus constantly kept low in the 
period in question. This meant a strong preference for cheaper imports. While ideo-politically 
correct films were preferred, price remained the priority, particularly for Western films. This 
continued even after the MPEA changed its mind and started dealing with import 
monopolies, thereby allowing Yugoslav access to a significant number of ideo-politically 
correct films. As long as funds were unavailable to purchase films from the Hollywood cartel, 
it was difficult to get any significant number of ideo-politically appropriate films that would 
at the same time draw an audience. In the absence of funds, Yugoslav film administrators 
screened commercial Western films, both confiscated and ‗independent‘ ones, as long as they 
relaxed the financial pressures brought on by the screening of Soviet films. 
 
The evolution of the contractual relation with the British film exporters illustrates 
the effects of financial scarcity on Yugoslav film import policy. Thus, once the screening of 
confiscated films started, the authorities gained enough leeway to break off further contracts 
with the British. This occurred in 1946 when no British films were imported, justified by 
accusations of their propagandistic values. The accusation was rhetorical. It does not explain 
either the previous nor later screenings of British films. Further, in 1945 when authorities 
were desperate for films—but before the decision to exploit the confiscated ones, a 
stipulation on the part of British authorities to screen British feature films in a package with 
British propaganda newsreels was agreed. Instead of a realization of the inappropriateness of 
British propaganda, the 1946 decision to cease imports was made due to an absence at that 
time of an intense need for films and the prohibitive expense of the proposed British contract. 
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The screening of confiscated films allowed the Yugoslav film administrators to feel more 
confident about their position. This gave them breathing space and allowed them, in 1947 to 
sign new contracts to with the British under a flat-fee deal and without the inclusion of 
propaganda newsreels.     
 
Another factor contributing to the commercialist logic of action is contained in the 
economic implications of the cinefication policy. Under the cinefication policy many cinemas 
were being rapidly built in the poorer regions of the country. These were considered very 
important regarding the propaganda activities and the general Socialist nation building 
policies. The exhibition of films in these areas was subsidized with cheap tickets, thus adding 
to the financial strain. Effectively, these regional exhibition activities were subsidized by 
profits achieved in the major cities. The cinefication policy also strengthened the desire to 
avoid profit-sharing rental deals or at least their application to the part of the exhibition sector 
that was already suffering losses. Hence, the MPEA deal signed in 1948 excluded cinemas 
outside major cities from the profit-sharing part of the deal.  
 
The cinefication policy had another strong effect on the film import policy: it created 
demand for an increased number of films. The dramatic and continuous rise in the number of 
cinema screens intensified title circulation and turnover. If the industry was to remain 
financially self-sustaining more commercial films would need to be imported. At this time in 
the global film market, only Hollywood was able to produce enough films with audience 
appeal. Ironically, the ambitious pro-Socialist program of cinefication became a constant 
source of pressure for the further commercialisation of Yugoslav film import and 
exploitation.  
 
Finally, in the Crisis of 1948-49, the Soviet Union and its allies ceased the export of 
films to Yugoslavia as part of its economic, political and cultural blockade of the country. At 
this stage, and despite the previous bold predictions and plans, Yugoslavia was unable to 
produce more than 4-5 films per year. Thus, with the loss of access to Soviet and other East 
European markets, there was no alternative but to allow the dominance on Yugoslav screens 
of Western film production. As noted in the previous chapter, this did not immediately 
translate into the dominance of commercial Western productions as opposed to the more 
ideo-politically correct ones, but it did contribute to their gradual takeover by increasing their 
number and legitimacy. New institutional theory predicts that the more comfortable the 
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institutional systems are with several logics of action, the more easily might interested actors 
switch between them as circumstances change. And this certainly was the case here. 
 
These developments reveal complex, contradictory, ironic and circular relations 
between ideological, political and economic factors influencing film policy. The prioritization 
of an ideological logic of action in film imports over economic imperatives led to dealing 
with the Soviet film suppliers. The prioritization of politics over economic concerns in 
dealing with the Soviet imports and rolling out of the cinefication policy led to financial 
losses. The economic imperatives of keeping the film industry self-sustaining in the context 
of general economic scarcity led to dealing with the ideologically incorrect Western 
exporters. Dealing with Western suppliers strengthened the commercial logic of action, 
which conflicted with the prioritization of orthodox ideological concerns. To put it in a more 
complex formulation: the process of providing the material conditions considered necessary 
for a continued dominance of a specific logic of action occurred under specific conditions so 
that it created material effects that favoured the relative strength of a conflicting logic of 
action.  
 
These economic and political factors represented a complex chain of material 
constraints that strongly influenced or „strategically selected‟ (see Jessop 2007 and Hay 
2002) the decision of Yugoslav film administrators and their superiors in Agitprop and the 
Federal Government to gradually commercialise film import and exploitation policy. This 
tendency to commercialise was initially balanced by a dominant ideo-political logic of action. 
As is often the case in institutional systems, several significantly different logics co-existed 
peacefully and for a long time. But through relatively minor and slow changes the balance 
changed endogenously and prepared the terrain for moves that were then announced as 
transformative.  
 
In the Yugoslav case, such a ‗transformative‘ move occurred in 1952, when 
commercialism became the dominant logic of action. The final defeat of the ideological 
dominance in Yugoslav film import policy occurred when policy makers decided to join the 
American government‘s program of subsidy of film exports. In order to receive subsidized 
MPEA films and thus earn greater profits, they were willing to go without those once coveted 
‗socially critical‘ American productions, as stipulated by the American government which 
took them off the list. This created economic interests in the distribution and exhibition sector 
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which from then on were dependent on the steady import of commercial films, while at the 
same time placing them in the direct opposition to the logic of ideo-political correctness, due 
to the conditions of the deal with the US.      
 
While Yugoslav film administrators attempted to substitute them with other foreign 
films with desired values and introduced various institutions aimed at restoring some of the 
balance they were ultimately unsuccessful. Although significant members of the CPY and 
public media continued to support these attempts and criticized the momentum behind 
commercialism, these attempts did not result in any change to the situation. Until its very 
demise, Yugoslavia was in possession of a film exploitation sector dominated by a 
commercial logic of action. From 1952 to 1954, the government further liberalized and 
commercialised the film import and distribution sectors. The distributors which were hitherto 
limited to territories of their own republics gained access to other republics. This created 
competition between them on a national scale, and soon the distributors applied pressure on 
policy makers to de-monopolize the import. The national monopoly importer Jugoslavija 
Film protested these attempts, arguing that it would raise the prices. Nevertheless, the 
distributors won out and from mid-1950s they competed with Jugoslavija Film in purchasing 
foreign hits. Thus the whole system of import and distribution became progressively 
commercialised. 
 
We can frame the above description of the rise of commercialism more tightly in 
terms of Thelen and Streeck‘s typology of gradual and transformative institutional change. 
The beginnings of commercialisation as a subordinate but significant logic of action of 
Yugoslav film industry was shaped by a combination of institutional displacement and 
layering. The recovery of pre-war commercial Western films represented a ―rediscovery and 
activation of dormant or latent institutional resources‖ (Thelen and Streeck 2005: 31) that 
served to start a process of gradual displacement of dominant institutions of ideo-political 
purity in film. The decision to actually use these films was at one and the same time an 
attempt to ‗fix‘ the concerns of propagandistic functions of film industry and an action which 
gradually destabilized the existing institutions. The introduction of new institutional elements 
aimed at fixing the problems of institutional system is one of the mechanisms by which 
change occurs through layering.  
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The commercialist logic of action was then maintained and strengthened in the years 
subsequent to its 1945 start. The ‗strategically selective context‘ in which it occurred has 
been characterized by economic pressures caused by the general economic scarcity in 
Yugoslavia, the unwillingness of both the Soviet and Western film exporters to sell cheaper, 
and the inability to profit significantly from ideo-politically correct Soviet films. Later came 
the consequences of political fallout from the Crisis – the boycott of Yugoslav market by 
Soviet and other Socialist nations on one hand and the subsidies by American Governmnet of 
commercial export to Yugoslavia on the other. These earlier circumstances were what led to a 
gradual displacement of ideo-political logic of action with a commercialist one. The 
exogenous factors associated with the Soviet boycot certainly helped commercialism become 
the dominant logic of action, but the ground was already well prepared by endogenous 
changes that kept it ‗in play‘. In short, the commercialist logic of action was always there and 
always indispensible, regardless of the official rhetoric. With the change in conditions 
increasingly favouring it as dominant logic – that is, strategically selecting it – eventually it 
took precedence over other logics of action. 
 
 
 
The evolution of (de)centralisation in the post-war Yugoslav film industry 
In terms of Thelen and Streeck‘s analysis of types of gradual transformation, the processes 
that resulted in the victory of de-centralisation over centralisation are also best characterised 
as institutional layering and displacement. At first, new elements in the form of the right of 
Republican film enterprises to produce documentary films autonomously or to establish 
Republican distribution monopolies were attached to the institutional system in which 
centralism was the dominant logic of action. This localist logic of action was then cultivated 
by Republican film administrators and governments in the context of making institutional 
compromises between these two logics. Gradually more institutions came to be localised 
rather than centralising in subsequent years, including the ownership of exhibition and 
aspects of policy-making.  
 
While centralism was always planned to dominate, gradually it lost its dominance 
and localisation dynamics took over. This happened due to several factors including the 
slower growth of centralist or ‗old‘ institutions compared to localist or ‗new‘ institutions. The 
severe economic crisis caused by the break with the USSR, was especially important to this 
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process of displacement in that authorities decided to decrease federal investment in central 
film city infrastructure and films in order to maintain its primary State functions (military, 
food, internal security) at a time of severe economic, social and political Crisis. The Crisis 
was indeed pivotal in this move away from centralisation, but it was not deterministic. The 
authorities could have easily decided to stop the development of Republican capacities as 
well or instead of the Federal one. By the end of 1950s, the Republican film agencies caught 
up in terms of production capacities, rendering localisation the dominant logic of action. 
Thus, the compromise between centralisation and localisation slowly turned into the defeat of 
centralisation. In short, the localising logic of action was always there and with conditions 
increasingly favourable its dominance – that is, strategically selecting it – to too eventually 
took over as the dominant logic of action.       
 
Further, based on my empirical findings I have argued that the de-centralisation 
process was likewise gradual and preceded the Crisis. The period before the Crisis was 
marked by the contest between the localisation and centralisation principles in the 
institutional field of Yugoslav film industry. After an initial period of subordination, the 
former won important victories. From 1946 on, it was accepted that the Republican and 
central film agencies would develop in balance and co-ordination with each other. The 
centralist film agencies were supposed to remain dominant. The Federal Committee as the 
primary policy-making agency, in practice led the process of gradual de-centralisation. 
However, its active cultivation of the localisers‘ logic of action created the basis for its later 
subordination to it.  
 
The Crisis and its aftermath, rather than causing, intensified this process, eventually 
changing the balance decisively in Republican favour. Here it was the gradual endogenous 
change that created the conditions in which the exogenous change could come into effect. 
The process was gradual and uneven, as different sectors changed at a different speed and 
time. It is important to note that some aspects were planned to remain centralised, but due to 
the economic crisis following the Cominform Crisis and these localisation tendencies, these 
parts of the policy lost their significance. In effect, the Crisis strengthened and quickened the 
growth of localisers‘ institutions that were layered onto the institutional system in the second 
half of 1946 and 1947. Their growth came at the expense of centralist institutions. 
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The process of de-centralisation was also a complex one, characterized by 
contingency, as well as conflict and contestation over both minor and major aspects of film 
policy. Both centralisers and localisers would achieve temporary victories or losses with 
respect to each other, only to be overturned in the short to medium run. It was the timing and 
economic effects of the Crisis that provided another complicating factor, especially regarding 
the development of Federally controlled production capacities. Additionally, the processes of 
commercialisation and de-centralisation proved complementary. They combined to cause 
significant change in both the structure of import and the distribution sector. Therefore, we 
can conclude that the transformations in Yugoslav post-war film policy occurred in a 
complex and gradual way rather than in a simple and abrupt fashion.  
 
This explanation combines the theoretical insights of the new instutionalism with 
careful empirical investigation. It stands in some contrast to those studies of Yugoslav film 
policy in this period which continue to argue that the transformation was abrupt and dramatic 
with the Cominform Crisis serving as a ‗critical juncture‘. Analysts have been inclined to use 
what is basically a ‗punctuated equilibrium‘ model because, until recently, insufficient 
information on the actual enactment of film policy in this period has been available. The 
numbers on the box office in 1944-1946 and some important historical accounts have only 
surfaced in the last ten to fifteen years to provide contradictory evidence to this account. 
 
Rather than supporting the conventional view of post-war developments which has 
assumed that the film industry, as with other industries, was centred in Belgrade and 
modelled on Socialist and Stalinist precepts, the new institutionalism suggests the need to 
consider the ways in which the Yugoslav film policy was a site of conflict, contestation and 
compromise with regards to its level of centralisation from the very start.  As shown in 
chapter 3, the Yugoslav film industry‘s institutional evolution was shaped by two competing 
factions or concepts of economic and political development: the localisers and centralisers. 
The former corresponded with de-centralising tendencies and the latter with centralist 
tendencies. These tendencies were a consequence of the lack of a clear demarcation of 
authority in the arts and cultural policy field between the Federal (central government) and 
the Republican governments. As we have seen each attempt to settle the demarcation line 
between the Federal government and the Republics proved unstable only to be replaced by a 
new settlement inevitably weakening the power of the Federal government. Such ambiguities 
over this relation were a legacy of the tensions that had long characterized the national 
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question in the period before and during the war and would 50 years later lead to the break-up 
of Yugoslavia.  
 
Crucially in the period under investigation, the CPY was unable or unwilling to give 
a full support to either the centralisers or localisers. Instead, it preferred to balance their 
respective interests. Thus, the film industry was expected to be at the same time a national 
project and respectful of Republican cultural autonomy. The exact timing, level and type of 
resources committed to Federal or Republican film industry development were continually 
contested throughout the period under investigation. In this contestation localisers‘ interests 
and policies eventually won out gradually coming to dominate the industry. We can see this 
when we contrast the positions of and relative force of decentralising positions and outcomes 
before, during and after the Crisis. 
 
Before the crisis de-centralisation processes were subordinate to the immediate ends 
of consolidating the Federal State. But even so throughout 1945 and 1946, institutional 
ambiguities resulted in conflicts and suspicion between the principal film centres of Belgrade, 
Zagreb and Ljubljana. As argued in chapter 4, Belgrade initially became the film centre 
because it was the first city with any film production capacities that the Partizans liberated. It 
therefore served as the basis for propagandistic activities that were deemed so important and 
attended to so urgently by the new authorities. By the time other film centres were liberated, 
there was a Belgrade group of film-makers and administrators who argued that their agencies 
should continue to act as the centre of the planned new film industry. Therefore, due to the 
contingency that gave Belgrade film agencies a head start it was those working in them that 
were „strategically selected‟ to support the centralisation of film industry.  
 
This situation, however, played upon the historical divisions between the 
centralisers' in Belgrade and the localisers‘ in Zagreb and Ljubljana. Since Belgrade was 
initially the source of centralist tendencies in the film policy sphere—and later the nation‘s 
capital—Zagreb and Ljubljana strategically supported the more de-centralised option as a 
means of maintaining and extending their existing capabilities. The contingent nature of the 
initial choice of location of a Yugoslav film centre thus created a complex situation that 
plagued the evolution of Yugoslav film policy for years and decades to come. Had Zagreb, 
for instance, been chosen as the film centre instead, there might have been some resistance 
from Ljubljana and Belgrade but these would have been robbed of the underlying echo of 
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dangerous historical legacy. Arguably, the central government would have felt less inclined 
to act in as conciliatory manner or to permit localisers‘ demands in the way that they did. 
     
As we have demonstrated in chapter 6, the centralists initially had the upper hand in 
the development of Yugoslav film industry in the initial Civilian period. This is illustrated by 
the allocation of resources and the subordinate status of the Republican film enterprises with 
FEY centred in Belgrade and set up to monopolise the production of feature films. FEY could 
establish branch offices (‗directorates‘) in other cities, as agreed with the Republican 
government, but.these branch offices were to be subordinate to the FEY, their managers 
appointed by it, and their activities controlled and directed centrally. In the FEY board 
meetings in 1945, however, two groups formed differing views on the direction this film 
policy should take. The localisers from Croatia and Slovenia argued that Republican film 
production capacities should be developed before the Federal ones and that there should be 
more autonomy in script-writing and film-making on the part of the Republics. The 
centralisers for their part wanted to prioritize the development of Federal production 
capacities and maintain control over all categories of film production across the nation. The 
localisers then won some qualified victories in early 1946 when the matter was arbitrated by 
higher authorities, but feature film production was still to remain controlled by FEY and the 
production capacities of the Federal enterprise (Zvezda Film) to be developed as soon as 
possible.  
  
However, as the Federal and Republican Constitutions were composed and ratified 
in 1946, it was decided that film, along with other art and culture policies was to be a 
primarily Republican sphere of responsibility. The portfolios were to be shared at first, with 
the Federal government agency (now the Committee for Cinematography) acting as a 
principle policy-making and coordinating body. The Federal Committees (including the one 
for Cinematography) were thus appointed ―to determine general principles and directions for 
the administrations of the People‘s Republics in specific branches of State administration, as 
well as for coordination and assistance in the work of specific Ministries‖ (Official Gazette, 
19
th
 April 1946). This meant in practice that the Federal agencies now acted as advisory 
bodies and had to act co-operatively with the Republican agencies, which were under the 
administrative control of Republican governments and Ministries. 
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At this point the Republican enterprises began to take over or share the functions 
that they had previously operated on behalf of the Federal film agencies. So, in July 1946 the 
Republican film administrators expanded their portfolios with the establishment of 
Republican distributors with exclusive monopolies over their territories. These distributors 
were now legally and financially independent of the Federal government and its film 
agencies, as they were owned and funded by Republican governments. The 6 Republican 
distributors would then make up the ‗joint list‘ of foreign films that the import monopoly, 
‗Jugoslavija Film‘, would approve (or not) and purchase. ‗Jugoslavija Film‘ would then 
allocate the films to Republican distributors, sign profit-sharing deals and determine how 
these would be exchanged between them. The distributors would then take turns in picking 
films from the pool and reserved the right to reject them. Thus, the import and distribution 
sectors were coordinated between the Federal and Republican enterprises, both reserving the 
right to reject films picked by the other. Legally, they acted as separate entities in that they 
dealt through a contract. 
 
The exhibition sector was also significantly de-centralised. The ownership of 
cinemas switched from the FEY to local councils. The exhibition policy was shared between 
the Federal film Committee and the Republican governments. The former was still a 
significant source of policy, such as general film scheduling and licensing of new cinemas. 
The Republican distribution enterprises, however, had control over the rental contracts signed 
with exhibitors. The differences in their respective views on the actual policy enactment were 
obvious from the complaints which the Federal Committee addressed to the Government (see 
chapter 6). Further, the prices of tickets were now to be determined by the Republican 
Ministries of Finance.    
 
In the film production sector, the Republican enterprises were initially to remain 
under the supervision of the Federal Committee. There were however further contests 
between the localisers and centralisers in 1946 and 1947. These pitted the rival film centres 
(Zagreb, Ljubljana and Belgrade) against each other. As we have seen their dispute over the 
level and degree of centralisation and de-centralisation in film production eventually reached 
the highest level of authority—the Central Committee of the CPY. The Central Committee of 
the CPY resolved the issue in a settlement that was sympathetic to the localisers. From 
December 1946 the Republican governments took partial control of film production 
enterprises in their respective territories. Further, in 1947 Republics established their own 
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Committees for Cinematography, thus ending direct Federal control. Several attempts to re-
centralise through addition of national co-ordinating bodies were rejected or abandoned later 
in 1947.  
 
These changes resulted in a situation in which the central and Republican agencies 
shared the film policy portfolio. It had therefore been accepted as early as 1946-1947 that the 
Yugoslav film industry would develop through co-ordination of central and Republican film 
agencies. The Federal Committee was nominally a dominant policy-maker, but in practice its 
directives were worked out in consensus with the Republican agencies. 
 
At the time when localisers were winning important battles in the institutional 
contest over the control and level of (de)centralisation of the Yugoslav film industry, 
important aspects of the production sector were to be further centralised. Most importantly, 
the production base was to be centralised operationally and the Federal production enterprise 
Zvezda was to dominate the sector. Thus, while in 1946 the Republican film agencies 
attracted the lion‘s share of funding with the Federal film company Zvezda receiving only 8% 
of funding (see Chapter 8), by 1947-8 it was receiving approximately half of the funding. 
Further, the Government and the Central Committee for Cinematography made plans in 1946 
and legislated in 1947 the establishment of a central Film City in Belgrade. As described in 
chapter 6, it would consist of studios, laboratories and film production services geared to 
produce films for the national film production enterprise Zvezda as well as servicing 
Republican enterprises. Thus, it was decided during 1946 and 1947 to partially de-centralise 
film production policy and control while further centralising its production operations.  
 
The rationale for the centralisation of production capacities was economic, as it was 
argued that a country of Yugoslav size could not sustain more than one large film centre. The 
problem for Zagreb and Ljubljana, as the principal localisers, was the choice of Belgrade and 
not them as the location of this Film City. Their fear was that this would favour the 
development of Serbian film enterprises, which were located in Belgrade as well, thereby 
blocking their own ambitions and dwarfing their capacities. The close cooperation and 
interchangeability between the Federal and Serbian film enterprises up to that point added to 
their fears. Therefore, they lobbied for an increase in their own industrial capacities and a 
postponement of or scaling back of the plans for such a central film base. These demands 
were rejected by Agitprop and the Central Committee of the CPY. Therefore, although the 
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localisers in the film production policy won significant victories in 1946 and 1947, it was still 
planned that the production sector would be dominated by a central Film City in Belgrade. 
 
This is not to say that the development of Republican production would be 
neglected. Indeed, at the May 1948 conference of film industry agencies and enterprises in 
Belgrade it was concluded that although more needed to be done to co-ordinate national 
production capacities, the decision to establish the Republican Committees for film was a 
correct decision. Furthermore, the production enterprises that were developed as expressions 
of this policy—Zvezda, Avala and Jadran—were to help the development of the less 
developed Republican enterprises. Thus, their film specialists were crucial in the first features 
produced by the smaller and less developed Republican film companies—Bosna, Vardar and 
Lovćen in the 1950s. Some filmmakers also changed companies in this period, some on 
temporary and some on permanent basis. Effectively, by mid-1948 (that is, before the Crisis 
took effect) the Federal Committee not only accepted the partial de-centralisation of the film 
production sector, but actively assisted the development of Republican capacities.  
 
This evidence shows that before the Crisis the plans for the development of both 
Federal and Republican film industry capacities were the product of a direct compromise 
between centralisers‘ and localisers‘ logics of action. The Federal Committee maintained its 
legislative primacy and control over imports. It was also planned to dominate the production 
sector through the Zvezda production company and the Film City in Belgrade. The 
Republican localisers, on the other hand, won important rights and responsibilities in all 
sectors of the film industry, after being relatively marginalized until 1946. This included the 
distribution and exhibition monopolies in Republican territories, and development of feature 
production capacities.  
 
This tendency to de-centralise went somewhat against the economic logic exhibited 
by existing national film centres elsewhere such as in Los Angeles, Paris, London, Moscow 
and Prague. None of these places had significant competition from other film cities within 
their countries. In the Yugoslav case, however, the contingent manner in which the film 
industry development occurred and Yugoslavia‘s longstanding nationalities question 
conspired to present what might elsewhere be regarded in both capitalist and communist 
States as a natural tendency for film production to centralise in the one city in a national 
territory came to represent issues of historical competition between Belgrade and other 
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capitals and between Republics. This made the Federal Government reluctant to create a fully 
centralised system as happened in each of the other ―command and control‖ Soviet bloc 
States. Consequently the general economic, social and political Crisis of 1948-49 intensified 
a de-centralisation process that was already well in train.  
 
The economic and foreign relations Crisis starting in 1948 created a national 
emergency across all sectors including the film industry. The Yugoslav film industry was 
unable to execute its planned purchase of materiel and machinery from the USSR, 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary. In a December 1948 decision, the USSR reduced the economic 
exchange with Yugoslavia to one eighth of the original plan. Education of its film 
practitioners in Prague and Moscow was terminated. Its ambitions for the development of 
centralised production had to be reduced with the consequence that only one third of the 
original plan for the establishment of a film city was executed. The rest of the 5-year plan for 
the Yugoslav film industry was also severely downgraded, with reductions in production and 
cinema building. Further, Zvezda‘s role in the production sector was re-defined. After 
producing 5 out of 7 Yugoslav feature films in 1949-1950, it was restructured into a 
newsreels and documentary producer with its feature production capacities and resources 
transferred to the Serbian production enterprise Avala.  
 
The intended dominance of Belgrade in the production sector in operational terms 
gradually fell away and a more balanced relation with other film-making centres was 
obtained. In the previous chapter we noted the falling away of Belgrade‘s share of national 
production from 57% in 1947-1951 to 34% in 1957-1961. Thus, while Belgrade continued as 
the most important centre of production, other Republican centres were quick to catch up. 
Although the production sector had been contested and significantly de-centralised with 
regards to policy and control of Republican enterprises prior to the crisis of 1948-1949, its 
operational de-centralisation and the abandonment of a strong Federal role came about 
during and after the Crisis, as a combination of existing localisation processes and the 
economic effects of the Crisis for which ideological considerations and foreign policy 
relations were not the determining factors. 
 
Other changes were also proposed by Agitprop in 1949 and 1950 in order to deal 
with the effects of the economic crisis on the film industry (Ranković 2004: 62-69). The 
Republican Film Committees were dissolved. In their place cartel-like associations of film 
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production companies and exhibitors were established. Although the Federal Committee kept 
its legislative powers, these associations had executive powers. Further, the import of 
Western films was to be increased and more cinemas built in order to finance the further 
development of the film industry. The ‗budgetary‘ financing method was replaced by the 
‗trade account‘ financing method which linked funding to predicted income. Finally, the 
creative workers within the film production enterprises were transferred from full-time 
employment status to contract-based freelancing in order to create an economic incentive for 
the efficient use of resources.  
 
Through these measures, the Republican governments expanded their 
responsibilities in the film sector. The Republican Ministries for Science and Culture worked 
out the details of this re-structure. Their film production enterprises traded under the legal 
jurisdiction of the Republic‘s relevant ministry, rather than the Federal ministry. Financing of 
film production also became predominantly a Republican responsibility. The Federal 
Committee was still in charge of general policy-making, planning and co-ordination. 
However, it was now mostly using its authority to further de-centralise the industry in terms 
of financing and legal responsibilities. In effect, it was using its powers to empower the 
Republican film agencies. So, for example, it promulgated a personnel policy which required 
Republican ministries to appoint the members of the Artistic Councils to management boards 
of film enterprises.  
 
Faced with an economic crisis, even emergency, the Federal agency transferred 
powers to localisers in order to reduce the financial burden on the central government. The 
Republics could have more independence in arts and culture, as long as they paid for it 
themselves. The Federal government was simply too busy planning and funding the more 
basic concerns of the State sparked by the Crisis, such as the food production, internal 
political divisions and military defence in the case of a Soviet invasion to be as concerned 
with the film industry. 
 
This is not to say that the Federal Committee gave up its role in the film industry 
completely. It was still in charge of film imports and there was still one exclusive film import 
monopoly. The Federal production company Zvezda was at this time still the dominant 
producer of propaganda newsreels. The feature production plans of Republican enterprises 
still needed the Committee‘s approval. Finally, the Censorship Commission was still under its 
260 
 
control. Although the Committee lost many of its powers soon after, the Federal government 
at this time still had the political effects of a film industry under central control through its 
final say over the films that were imported into the country and produced within it.  
 
Through institutional layering and displacement the localisers‘ logics of action was 
able to gain significant ground over centraliser‘s logics of action. This process happened 
incrementally over several years. The further decentralisation associated with the Crisis did 
not, then, represent a sudden turn in policy except in so far as policy and institutional actors 
found it in their interests to represent it as such under pressure of the break with the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe. As we have noted the Crisis certainly did speed up and increase 
the scope and power of localising logics relative to centralising logics in the Yugoslav film 
industry. But it did so owing to the film industry‘s own internal development paths rather 
than an embrace of a new ideology of Socialism imposed from above. As we have seen the 
Crisis precipitated the economic and political conditions in which the Federal Government 
focussed on its more basic concerns of maintaining the State and protecting its territorial 
integrity with the consequence that it severely downgraded the.planned development of 
centralised production capacities. The Republican governments then took over further aspects 
of film policy from the Federal Committee. Using new institutionalist concepts and 
techniques of analysis we can conclude that the intensification of de-centralisation did not 
occur due to the new-found desire of the Yugoslav Communist Party to „liberalize‟ or 
„democratize‟ its policies but primarily due to economic concerns. In providing techniques 
and resources to re-engage with the State under Socialism in Eastern Europe the new 
institutionalism importantly normalises this policy making rendering it less exceptional and 
more akin to the kinds of pragmatic and contingent arts of government we associate with 
governments elsewhere.  
 
Here it is important to distinguish two different kinds of decentralisation: that at the 
political-administrative level away from Federal and towards the Republican and local 
council governing bodies and that at the industry-level which resulted in ‗freelancer‘ 
filmmakers and the establishment of numerous ‗independent‘ enterprises in the film 
production sector. This is because the latter does nothing to prevent market-led concentration 
of film sectors, while the former proved to be a great obstacle. 
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The relation between Commercialisation and Localisation  
The processes of gradual commercialisation and localisation of Yugoslav film policy 
occurred in parallel and were effectively twinned. However it is important to distinguish two 
different kinds of localisation that were at work. Localisation at the political-administrative 
level was a move away from Federal and towards the Republican and local council governing 
bodies—this is Republican political decentralisation. At the production industry-level 
decentralisation consisted of an industry organised around ‗freelance‘ filmmakers and 
numerous ‗independent‘ enterprises in the film production sector. This was decentralisation 
away from single dominant and large production enterprises monopolising production to 
smaller project based freelance enterprises. The former provided the political and 
organisational framework through which commercialising logics would be expressed; while 
the latter provided a competitive marketplace for film production within this localising frame 
which could also support coproductions not only with international companies but also with 
companies in other Republics later in the 1960s.  
 
The interaction between the commercialising and decentralising logics of action 
created several enduring and contradictory structural characteristics of the Yugoslav film 
industry. This put the Yugoslav industry onto a particular developmental path. In exhibition 
the de-centralisation of ownership and control over cinemas to the level of local councils 
made large cinema chains impossible, despite the access to commercial films. As cinema had 
been defined as a community service, rather than a commercial enterprise, the legislation 
simply did not provide the means to concentrate the sector. Here decentralisation limited 
expression of logics of commercialisation in exhibition ensuring that it remained under local 
and Republican control.  
 
In the distribution the two processes strengthened each other. The distributors‘ role 
in funding each of the Republics‘ cultural-political film production projects strengthened the 
commercialist tendencies of the Republican distributors. With the funding of Republican film 
production activities dependent upon profits achieved through distribution and exhibition, 
commercialism was a strategically selected logic of action the localisers took to support their 
film production.  
 
The distribution sector over time also acquired limited national competitive 
characteristics. The influx of commercial Western films after the leaner years of 1947 and 
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1948 intensified the willingness of Republican distributors to seek the eventual abandonment 
of the import cartel model. As more commercial films became available to Yugoslav 
distributors (especially after joining the IMGP in 1952) distributors were increasingly able to 
create different selection and screening strategies tailored to their audiences. First, in 1951 
the ‗joint lists‘ of imports were abandoned and from then on distributors created their own 
lists, although these were still purchased through Jugoslavija Film as the monopoly importer. 
Soon after, the distribution activities at the level of Republican territories were de-
monopolized and enterprises started competing nationally. After that occurred, there were 
strong pressures to de-monopolize the import sector as well. Despite arguments that this 
would lead to higher prices, in 1954 Jugoslavija Film‘s exclusive monopoly was terminated. 
The Republican distributors were then able to import films on their own.  
 
While this marked the beginning of the dominance of the localisers‘ logic of action 
in the film import sector, the last bastion of central power in Yugoslav film industry, it also 
paradoxically created a quasi-national market in distribution and production. With the 
processes of commercialisation and localisation opening up the distribution sector for inter-
republican competition and creating levels of concentration, it did so in a limited way. Thus, 
while Serbian Morava and Croatian Croatia Film were much stronger than other distributors, 
other republican distributors remained strong in their respective territories. This was mostly 
due to the system of allocation of foreign currency funds from the pool controlled by Federal 
administration in which the quota for republican distributors corresponded to the total number 
of cinemas in their respective territories. This meant that Serbian and Croatian distributors 
were favoured due to the relatively high number of cinemas in those Republics, but also that 
distributors from smaller territories still had some protection from market forces and 
therefore dominance by Serbian and Croatian distributors.  
 
In the case of the production sector, localisation at the political level channelled 
commercialisation dynamics in particular ways. Firstly, with the Federal state giving up its 
control over production enterprises and move out of film financing, there was no nationally-
based State vehicle organisationally through which commercialisation could express itself. 
The organisational failure left the country in a limbo between a pan-Yugoslav, united cinema 
and a collection of small nation cinemas (Serbian, Croatian, Slovenian, Bosnian, Macedonian 
and Montenegrin). This form of film industry organisation was therefore an obstacle to the 
expression of commercialising dynamics associated with economies of scale and clustering 
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effects that concentrated production in one ‗film city‘. Instead the individual federal units 
(Republics) as carriers of a significant degree of autonomy in film production became the 
vehicle through which commercialisation would become expressed. This was particular to 
Yugoslavia – nations of both the Communist East and Capitalist West have tended to 
establish and concentrate film production in one film city.  
 
However, the establishment of ‗independent‘ production enterprises – a contingent 
and unpredictable result of labour reforms – and general acceptance of commercialist market 
strategy could have eventually led to substantial concentration of production in one city, as it 
did in the United States, United Kingdom or France. However, with every republican 
government funding its own film centre and in the absence of any federal funding that would 
promote inter-republican co-production, there was no movement in Yugoslav film production 
strong enough to bring forward a national ‗film‘ paradigm. A measure of the power of this 
logic is that there were no inter-Republican co-productions until the mid 1960s. Despite the 
growing number of independent production enterprises these typically did not join forces 
with those from other Republics. This was despite the facts that co-productions with foreign 
partners started in 1954 and Croatia especially became a location for runaway Western 
production in the same decade (which it still is today). This replicates to some extent the 
situation in small to medium size cinemas that share cultural and linguistic resources. New 
Zealand and Australia readily come to mind as two countries that have little to show formally 
in terms of co-productions for the extent of the linguistics, cultural, social, political resources 
they share and the extent of interconnection of personnel and sometimes infrastructures they 
share in filmmaking. It would be tempting to see the consolidation of production into 
Republics and the ascendance of commercial logics as firmly positioning the Yugoslav 
cinema market as several small nation cinemas. But the reality was rather more complex than 
this. 
 
Despite these structural restrictions and courtesy of the processes of decentralisation 
and commercialisation by the mid 1950s a pan-Yugoslav, medium-size film market was 
taking shape. This was largely a consequence of the liberalization of competition in 
distribution and import sectors. Films were successful or unsuccessful at the national level – 
there was little variation between the Republics in that respect. Audiences had a similar taste 
and therefore production companies aimed to work in similar style to achieve success. As 
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certain cultural influences were thus affected equally despite audiences being located in 
different Republics, we can talk of the emergence of a national film culture.  
 
This national film culture would find its most complete expression in production in 
the mid 1960s, with the rapid growth of commercially successful inter-Republican co-
productions centring on ‗Partizan‘ war action films located in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
considered somewhat of a ‗neutral‘ territory by Belgrade, Zagreb and Ljubljana agents. This 
style of filmmaking and method of organizing production is the closest Yugoslavia got to a 
national and medium-size cinema in film production. The Yugoslav State was happy with the 
general orientation of producers towards a national audience and the politically appropriate 
messages of these films. However, by 1980s ‗Partizan‘ cinema lost its prominence and 
Yugoslavia reverted back to negotiating a definition of itself between a medium-size 
Yugoslav cinema and a collection of small nation cinemas.  
 
Ironically, since the break-up of Yugoslavia in 1990s there has been some 
acknowledgment within the respective regional film industries of the need for their films to 
aim for audiences in other former-Yugoslav territories in order to achieve commercial 
success. Additionally, there are still cultural/film influences from the shared cinematographic 
history to draw upon. This includes the stylistic and conceptual currents that affect the 
contemporary filmmakers. Audiences still enjoy ‗old‘ Yugoslav-era films and new films 
often reference cultural and cinematographic phenomena from the past. Cultural producers 
have maintained their knowledge of markets of other ex-Yugoslav Republics. Public 
intellectuals such as film critics and cultural experts still follow the filmmking of the former 
Republics; thus, for example, no Croatian or Bosnian-Herzegovinian film can escape 
attention of Serbian film critics or distributors, while at the same time films from 
neighbouring Greece or Bulgaria go unnoticed. Finally, the links between filmmakers 
established during the shared history have been not only maintained but also served as the 
base for new links between younger generation filmmakers. The foreign distributors, too, 
mostly treat the post-Yugoslav countries as a single market. Therefore, while the region 
remains a collection of small nation cinemas in production sector, it also remains a de facto 
medium-size film market. At the same time, since all of the ex-Yugoslav Republics have 
significantly reduced levels of production and with less commercially-oriented productions 
emerging, their cultural influence is reduced both internally and in relation to the others. 
While Croatia has been able to maintain strengths in TV soap-opera production with these 
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productions distributed to other former Republics, and Serbia, and to a smaller extent Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, still produce commercial comedy films, the Slovenian, Macedonian and 
Montenegrin influence and presence in film and television production is both rare and weak.  
 
  
While this study has been necessarily concerned with the period leading up to and 
including the Cominform Crisis it nonetheless has several implications for the study of the 
Yugoslav film industry after this Crisis and up to the break-up of Yugoslavia. 
 
 
 
Conclusion - Lessons  
What kind of ―lesson‖—really utility—might this thesis hold for the study of small nation 
and medium size national cinemas, Socialist modes of governance in Eastern European film 
industries and beyond, and the place and function for State and policy actors of Socialist 
ideo-political discourses?  
 
There is a certain indecideability to the Yugoslav film industry case. It seems to be 
even in its current post-Yugoslav shape to be holding characteristics of both a medium-sized 
national cinema and of several small national cinemas simultaneously. In terms of the study 
of medium sized nation cinemas Yugoslavia provides a locus classicus of the complexities 
inherent in federal nations where ethno-cultural, linguistic and administrative borders 
overlap. On the one hand it demonstrates how such Federated ‗nations‘ can have 
characteristics of several small nation cinemas with Yugoslav Republican production 
recalling to mind Canada‘s two solitudes of a Quebec-based Francophone filmmaking and the 
rest of Canada‘s English language production. Here we see similar dynamics of cultural 
devolution of decision-making and provincial governance emerging but without Yugoslavia‘s 
evacuation of Federal filmmaking policy powers and agencies altogether. Such nations place 
severe obstacles to the creation of fully integrated national cinema markets and are unlikely 
to centralise production in one city as the case of Montreal and Toronto clearly demonstrate 
for Canada and Belgrade and Zagreb for the former Yugoslavia.  
 
On the other hand the Yugoslav case demonstrates how, courtesy of common 
cultural, social, administriative and political histories a de facto medium sized cinema market 
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can emerge given the right conditions as the partisan cycle of films and the evolution in the 
Communist period of a national market for both imported and local films demonstrate. Here 
we can see elements of a common shared ‗national communicative space‘ characteristic of 
medium-sized national cinema markets emerge and be sustained. Here the development of  
the Serbo-Croatian language seems to have been important undergirding as it did the 
beginnings of a shared linguistic set of resources centred on the spoken but not written 
language.   
 
This indecidability can be also demonstrated when we consider it as simply a 
collection of small nation cinemas. As a collection of small nation cinemas the cinema 
markets that Yugoslavia most resembles are the Scandinavian ones including Denmark, 
Norway, Sweden and Finland. Here there is a similar strongly expressed national identities 
and national institutions alongside a common sense of identity as Scandinavian/Nordic. Here 
too there are developed interconnections and interrelations between these small nations 
including institutional structures which make it sensible to talk about Nordic markets and a 
shared Nordic culture. Within the context of the Yugoslav federation the different Republican 
cinemas are intelligible in the same way just as they are in a post-conflict former Yugoslavia. 
In the light of these intersecting characteristics it may be useful to see a continuum between 
Federally-constituted cinema markets made up of constituent Republics or Provinces and 
collections of small national cinemas sharing personnel and infrastructures and even 
financing. 
 
Furthemore the Yugoslav film industry also reminds us that the small nations‘ 
cinemas are small in relation to cinemas of large nations (Hjort and Petrie 2007). Therefore, 
they have to deal with the global market in which they co-exist with, including the 
implications this market has for their production, distribution, import and export policies. 
Importantly, the dynamics of these relationships may significantly depart from the officially 
promoted ideo-political, cultural and artistic preferences, with this often due to economic and 
industrial circumstances. Analysts within small nation cinema studies already exhibit a 
careful consideration of complexities of the actual rather than officially presented 
developments in places such as Socialist Cuba and post-Socialist Bulgaria (see Lopez 2007 
and Iordanova 2007). I hope this thesis provides the small nation cinema studies movement 
with more tools for engaging with both the history of film in East European nations during 
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the Socialist era and with the complexities of film developments in federally organized multi-
cultural nations.  
 
The Yugoslav case also poses several questions for the study of nation cinemas 
generally. In federalized nations, which processes help to create and grow a national cinema 
and which divide and stifle it? In failed nations, which processes serve to maintain a common 
film culture and which to take them further apart?  
 
A second set of of ―lessons‖ turns on how Socialist and Communist governance is 
understood.  Scholars working within models of the pre-eminence of the State under 
Communism have systematically misinterpreted the Yugoslav and other Eastern European 
Socialist modes of governance. As was noted at the beginning of the thesis there has been a 
tendency to view developments in Socialist countries as being over-determined by the State 
and the Party with many institutional theorists treating the changes in Socialist States as the 
very reverse of changes in liberal Capitalist States. (Hay 2002: 151-55). It has been assumed 
that Socialist governments have both a tendency to design ‗dogmatic‘ policies and possess, 
crucially, the ability to carry them out. Thus, institutional systems of Socialist countries are 
argued to have been particularly stable with significant change or ‗transformation‘ possible 
almost exclusively through a ‗revolutionary‘ type of event. As such, they are considered more 
suitable for investigation by ‗old institutionalist‘ perspectives with their bias towards 
stabilities punctuated by periodic ―revolutions‖ or ―breaks‖. 
 
But this study has shown that the Yugoslav post-war film policy does not fit this 
schema. It evolved gradually, dealing in the process with many conflicts, contradictions and 
contingencies. In other words Yugoslav policy making was behaving in precisely the same 
way that the analytical treatment of policy spheres in Western liberal democracies suggest. In 
fact, the evolution of Yugoslav State in general provides a good case study disproving 
assumptions that such conflicts, contradictions and contingencies should be reserved only for 
liberal democracies. Furthermore the intensity, frequency of major constitutional and other 
transformations evident within the supposedly stable Yugoslav Socialist system suggests that 
such conflicts, contradictions and contingencies were all the more intense. The new 
institutionalism, with its acceptance that transformative change can be both slow and gradual, 
and quick and abrupt, when combined with a detailed historical analysis can assist in moving 
beyond the stereotypes and assumptions about the institutional and governance processes of 
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the Socialist States of the former Eastern Bloc. It is likely that the same situation of layering 
and displacement when combined with the intersection of different logics of action not only 
characterised the national cinemas of Yugoslavia but that of Eastern Europe as well. 
Furthermore it is likely that these same processes are to be found in other industries and fields 
in both Yugoslavia and Eastern Europe during the Socialist period.  
 
A related set of caveats generated by this research is the orientation new 
institutionalist perspectives generate on the public rhetoric of State officials in Socialist 
countries. This rhetoric needs to be approached with the same scepticism afforded such 
rhetoric in liberal Capitalist states where it is treated as a form of symbolic politics. While 
originally used to plot a path to Socialism we have seen over this thesis how these discourses 
increasingly came to provide a rhetorical veneer that political agents could place over 
pragmatic and contigent policy resolutions that often had little to do and sometimes were 
antithetical to the central tenents of Socialism. As we have seen Socialist state officials 
projected and ascribed a stability and ideo-political correctness to the period before the Crisis 
that was simply not there. It was then convenient to see the Crisis as transforming film import 
and distribution policy alike. In Socialist states as in liberal capitalist states, policy rhetoric 
often runs in the opposite direction to, or is often in conflict with, the actual enactment and 
effects of that policy. For example, the public rhetoric by government officials and much of 
the media until late 1949 praised Soviet films and consistently criticized and ignored 
commercial Western films. But, as we have seen, at the same time as this Socialist ideo-
political correctness seemed to be rationalising a particular logic of action, film industry 
administrators were busy discussing the economic importance of commercial films, reserving 
a significant part of the exhibition sector for such films, negotiating and searching for more of 
them, and were all too aware of both the inferiority of Soviet films in attracting audiences and 
the onerous terms of the rental deal that the USSR insisted upon and which Yugoslav 
officials repeatedly tried to change.  
 
What this example shows is that policy makers and political actors use ideological 
scripts opportunistically. They not only use it to negotiate with potential (in this case 
international) partners but also and, quite typically, to rewrite the public history of the 
evolution of film policy in the light of new developments. This certainly happened in 
Yugoslavia. Consequently, scholars need to be hesitant about adopting this rewriting of 
history as the history of film policy and film industry development. As we have seen while 
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Socialist States commonly placed ideo-political interests and concerns before commercial and 
industrial considerations in their public statements as part of their very raison d‟etat, the 
detailed analysis of the periods before, during and after the Crisis, show that these same 
governments sought a balance between these two logics of action from the very start. Despite 
their rhetoric, Yugoslav film administrators were eager to make profits not least because it 
enabled them to pay for other activities inside and outside the film industry. It was just that 
after the Crisis this commercial logic could be more explicitly articulated. 
 
This was not only the case in Yugoslavia where a significant part of the box office 
was reserved for Western films during the supposedly dogmatic, centralised and pro-Soviet 
period before the Crisis but it was also the case in other Socialist States at the time.  Most 
East European Socialist States exhibited Western productions, especially before the wave of 
film industry nationalization in 1948. Some, like Czechoslovakia, went from suffering an 
unexpected rate of currency loss due to popularity of American films in 1946 and 1947, to a 
decrease in exhibition profitability after 1948 when they were forced to screen an increasing 
number of Soviet productions. For its part the USSR also screened commercial confiscated 
American and German films, and came close to a rental deal with the MPEA in the late 
1940s. All the while that this was happening political elites in these countries were 
passionately criticizing Western films while praising Soviet films. And, in the late 1950s, 
Poland joined the IMG Program receiving as Yugoslavia had American subsidies for the 
import of commercial American films. 
 
Discrepancies between the actual policy and the rhetoric surrounding it is not 
exclusive to Eastern European Socialist States. It is quite common in all modern States of this 
period, regardless of whether they were Capitalist or Communist. Analysts would therefore 
do well to keep this in mind and treat with suspicion what politicians say about their work or 
the results thereof. So when they see a denunciation of American films they might also 
recognise the timeliness of such denunciations with respect to negotiations over the terms 
under which profits might be shared between MPEA and State exhibition and distribution 
organizations. Further, they should maintain some of that suspicion for the claims made by 
the media and other analysts as well.   
 
In this sense, the Yugoslav case study is important to how we think about Socialist 
modes of government because it provides us with a clear example of the contradictions 
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between official and actual history. By doing so, it contributes to the growing re-appraisal of 
Eastern European national cinemas and cinema generally under Socialism in general. It is 
time to move beyond the assumption of an omnipotent and dogmatic Stalinist and then 
Socialist film administrations. This is because regardless of the intensity of ideological 
preferences of the State that enacts a film policy, it will still have to deal with the mundane, 
technical side of film industry; with the economic and technological relations between film 
sectors; with its place in the global market, and with its relations with the society in general. 
 
It is hoped that a case has been successfully made in this thesis for the opening up of 
the Yugoslav film policy by drawing upon concepts derived from recent developments in 
institutional analysis with the new institutionalism. Its emphasis upon gradualism and 
complexity might prove useful not only in opening up the Yugoslav film industry to new 
insights but will also contribute to a more thoroughgoing re-interrogation of institutional 
developments in film and other policy fields in other formerly Socialist nations. 
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